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Statement of Editorial Policy 

The philosophy of The Resister is straightfor- 
ward. Individual rights, strict constitutional construc- 
tion, limited government. Patriotism, laissez-faire 
capitalism, and republicanism: In short, the princi- 
ples upon which America was founded. 

We oppose; statism, socialism, collectivism, rac- 
ism, altruism, internationalism, tribalism, unlmited 
democracy, pull politics, and the “New World Or- 
der:" In short, the ideologies of all tyrannies. 

Our philosophical framework is Objectivism* 
(the rational morality of self interest — Life). Our po- 
litical philosophy is grounded in the works of the 
Framers of the Constitution (government as servant, 
not master — Liberty). Our economic philosophy is 
laissez-faire capitalism (the origin of true rights — 
Property). 

Our goal is the restoration of the Constitutional 
Republic as originally designed and conceived by its 
Founders. 

*Thc editors of this publication accept Objectivism as 
their philosophical base; however, we are not spokesmen for 
Objectivism and we alone are responsible for the views ex- 
pressed here. 
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The law perverted ! ...The law, I say, not only turned > \ 

from its proper purpose but made to follow and entirely $ ' - ■ ! 


contrary purpose ! 


% 


Frederic Bastiat, 1850 
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Corre^d^fence 



As usurpation is the exercise of power which another 
hath a right to, so tyranny is the exercise of power 
beyond right, which nobody can have a right to. 

John Locke, 1681 


A Letter From the Editor 


Old Business 

W ith this issue The Resister 
begins its fourth year. 
Long time readers are 
aware of The Resister s growth and 
changes, as well as some of the tri- 
als and tribulations it has under- 
gone. To those of you who have 
been with us since the beginning I 
just want to say that your support is 
deeply appreciated by all involved 
with The Resister and Special Forces 
Underground. To those of you 
who Ve recently subscribed I’m cer- 
tain (based on some recent corre- 
spondence) that you’ve come to 
realize that reading The Resister is 
somewhat akin to plunging your 
head into a bucket of ice-water. I 
assure you, that’s intentional. 

Some readers have remarked that 
The Resister should “tone down” 
(usually qualified by “a little bit”) it’s 
blunt language and harsh anti-col- 
lectivist rhetoric. One bit of advice 
was to “...refrain from calling female 
soldiers barracks sluts.” When I re- 
sponded that, given the context in 
which that phrase was used (female 
“trainees” at Aberdeen dropping to 
their knees in front of the Drill Ser- 
geant to avoid duty), that that was 
a true and accurate description of 
their behavior , the advisor stated, 
“but it sounds bad.” So what?! There 
is no conceivable reason to make 
opprobrious behavior read pleas- 
antly or sound good to the ear. That 
is the technique used by 
“progressives” and “liberals” to hi- 
jack language and obfuscate not 
only what they really mean, but 
what “good” they intend to inflict 
upon the innocent. That’s also the 
technique used by so-called neo- 


O 


conservatives, who in my estimation 
are little more than “liberals” in 
tacky conservative drag. 

And frankly, I’m not quite cer- 
tain what a “conservative” is. From 
their writings and what I’ve heard 
from them their battle cry might as 
well be “Compro- , , 

mise!” What, ex- 
actly, are 

conservatives con- 
serving? The status 
quo? It’s certainly 
not the Constitu- 
tional Republic as 
founded. 

“A return to — — — 
Family Values!” conservatives insist. 
(I’m all for that.) “A return to God 
and Country!” they aver. (I’m for 
that too.) “Tax breaks for the 
middle-class!” (How about no 
taxes?) “And... and... uhhhh....” 
Exactly. No ideas are insisted upon, 
and no principles are averred by 
“conservatives.” The following 
statement is for the benefit of our 
new readers. (Our old readers have 
already figured it out.) The Resister 
is not “conservative” in the slight- 
est. The Resister is reactionary. 
That’s why those who adhere (con- 
sciously or unconsciously) to collec- 
tivism, or any other egalitarian 
philosophy, find it unsettling. 

You see, “progressives” and “lib- 
erals” at least have ideas. Their ideas 
are prima facie horrific, but at least 
they have them, and they work tire- 
lessly to advance them. So, in that 
sense, at least, “progressives” and 
“liberals” have principles (albeit very 
bad ones) they are willing to cave 
our skulls in with. The Resister s 


^ reactionism is therefore stridently 
(one radio interviewer remarked 
deadpan, “That’s putting it mildly”) 
anti-collectivist. 

When was the last time you 
talked to a “conservative” who ex- 
pressed a thoroughly anti-collectiv- 
ist idea ? Let’s try one out: End all 
welfare, beginning with Social Se- 
curity. Oh no! — we just need to re- 
form it! See what I mean? The idea 
that there must be an end to gov- 

-■■■■■— ernment sponsored 

theft of the produc- 
tive in order to sup- 
port tax eating voter 
blocks is unthink- 
able to “conserva- 
tives.” They don’t 
want to end the 
thievery, they just 
— 1 — — ■ — — want the thief to 
wear a Smiley Face mask. Right, 
Mr. Buckley? 


They don’t want to 
end the thievery, they 
just want the thief to 
wear a Smiley Face 
mask. 


1 he h a< 
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The Face of Evil 

ne day, while driving North 
Iwith a close friend, he re- 
marked, “You’re awfully 
quiet . 77 “I was just thinking,” I said, 
“that I want to meet The Evil. I 
want to look in it’s eyes and ask 
‘Why?’” “How do you picture Evil?” 
he asked; and then, “Do you think 
you could return whole — the same 
person — if you did meet it?” 

(Good question!) “Yes,” I said, “I 
think I could.” (There followed a 
rather intense discussion about 
whether one could come in contact 
with Evil and remain untouched by 
it. I made it out of university with 
my mind intact, so I do think it’s 
possible.) 

“How do you picture The Evil?” 
he asked. 

I gathered my thoughts: “It’s an 
ageless decrepit old man, confined 
to a rickety wooden wheelchair in 
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the middle of a bare room, whose 
wool lap blanket is smeared with the 
ash of a Lucky Strike butt burning 
in an arthritic claw, who gazes into 
the distance and Thinks Evil. And 
when he’s thought long enough, he 
summons his minions and lectures 
them about how to spread, not the 
direct result of The Evil Thought, 
but the possibility of that thought.” 
I’m usually not given to meta- 
phor, and I know there is no 
wizened old man thinking evil and 
dispatching minions to spread the 
germs of his latest obscenity. (Ac- 
tually, there are many of them, 
they’re much younger, and they 
stand in front of chalk-boards.) 
Conceptually, however, it does help 
to embody such things if only to 
grasp however tenuously the enor- 
mity and magnitude of evil’s extent. 
The degree to which American so- 
ciety has accepted at face value, and 
as axioms, inherently evil ideas, only 
to moan that the consequences of 
those ideas need merely be “re- 
formed” (i.e. appeased and compro- 
mised with) doesn’t exactly inspire 
me to take very seriously much of 
what that bunch called “conserva- 
tives” have to say. 

In case you’re still wondering, 
Evil’s minions are “progressives” 
and its scut workers are “liberals.” 
Consider this when next your mind 
is glued to the Telescreen: That 
“wellbaby” clutching, side-to-side 
rocking, smiley face button wearing, 
“We Shall Overcome” singing, rosy 
cheeked candle floating dirt-wor- 
shiper is the human embodiment of 
The Evil Thought’s possibility . 
What you’re shown is merely a “lib- 
eral” scut. The people who made sure 
you saw her are “progressives.” 

New Business 

I consider The Resister s subscrib- 
ers in a manner to be investors 
in it’s success. As “investors” 
they vote on The Resisters editorial 
content with their hard earned and 
heavily taxed Federal Reserve notes 
of indebtedness. So I thought sub- 
scribers would like to know what 
new business The Resister is engaged 
in. It’s not your “right to know,” but 
I thought it would be courteous to 
tell you. I 


It’s been suggested that The Re- 
sister should assume a “web pres- 
ence.” Now let me ask this; why 
should The Resister give away for 
nothing that which takes consider- 
able time, effort and labor to pro- 
duce? Let me put it another way. 
Why should I subscribe, say, to the 
Washington Post , when I can pull it 
up on the web and print those ar- 
ticles for free that I 
would have snipped 
from a paid-for hard 
copy? If the Wash- 
ington Post is stupid 
enough to give the 
product of their cre- 
ative labor away I’m 
more than happy to 
accommodate them 
by accepting it. I 
hope they free-lunch 
themselves out of 
business. The Re- 
sister won’ t. Person- 
ally, I don’t have 
much use for the 
anarchnet anyway, 
so don’t look for an 
“official presence” anytime soon. 

The Resister has purchased Con- 
servative Review magazine. A little 
bit of history for context. In 1985 
or so, there was a minor split in the 
John Birch Society. The 11 times 
per year American Opinion magazine 
and its weekly companion, The Re- 
view of the News , became the bi- 
weekly The New American and the 
factionists started their own 
monthly magazine called Conserva- 
tive Digest. Conservative Digest ran 
until about 1990, when its sub- 
scriber list was purchased by Dr. 
Roger Pearson who then started 
Conservative Review. Conservative 
Review began as a monthly, became 
a bimonthly in 1991, and was pur- 
chased in 1993 by Dr. Frederic 
Smith, former administrative assis- 
tant for the late Congressman Larry 
McDonald. Conservative Review , 
during it’s run, had a distinguished 
body of writers, including its asso- 
ciate editor, Dr. Susan L.M. Huck, 
former research assistant for Con- 
gressman McDonald. Her work 
appeared frequently in American 
Opinion, and she is the author of 


Legal Terrorism and Why Do We 
Americans Put Up With This? She 
has honored The Resister by agree- 
ing to join its staff as a contributing 
editor. 

“Tour of Duty” is a weekly radio 
program hosted by California Na- 
tional Guardsmen SGT Richard 
Cabral, “SP5” Sid Whitt, and Lieu- 
tenant Dave Tyner. “Tour of Duty” 
broadcasts every 
Monday, 1800 to 
2000 (Pacific stan- 
dard) on KMAK 
FM 100.3, which 
covers the central 
California area, and 
on Satellite GEl, 
Transponder 14, C- 
Band, Audio 7.55. 
It can also be heard 
on the web at 
<truthradio.com> 
using Real Audio 
from Truth Radio’s 
web site. Every first 
Monday of the 
month, at the invi- 
tation of “Tour of 
Duty,” the second hour of the pro- 
gram will be “The Resister Hour” 
with J.F.A. Davidson. 

The Resister will be sold at gun 
shows and in private businesses by 
three new distributors. 

Finally, The Resister welcomes 
Fisk Research Associates to the 
staff. Leftists, beware. 

Isn’t real capitalism grand? Just 
think; everybody did the foregoing 
and associated with one another 
voluntarily, without “government” 
license, supervision or regulation. 
What a concept. 


From Readers 

I was paroled from USMA in 
1987. Since then I have been in 
armor units, so my first hand ex- 
perience with women in the mili- 
tary comes from my incarceration 
at West Point. 

I had a leadership “P” who really 
tried to mentor and help cadets out- 
side the classroom. He once pulled 
me aside and told me I should try 
to lose some weight to better set the 
example as an officer. I was within 


That “wellbaby” 
clutching, side-to-side 
rocking, smiley face 
button wearing, “We 
Shall Overcome” 
singing, rosy cheeked 
candle floating dirt- 
worshiper is the 
human embodiment of 
The Evil Thought’s 
possibility. 
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the standard, but had a little extra 
around the waist. I said, “I know, 
Sir. I’m working on that.” He later 
confided that he had given several 
cadets that advice when the shoe fit. 
All male cadets had reacted as I 
did — agreed and promised to try 
harder. He said he never made that 
correction on female cadets after the 
first few, because they were out- 
raged, took it personally, and cried. 

We had lunch formation early 
one day because of a “rally” on the 
mess hall steps before chow. The 
“rally” was the Regimental Tac Of- 
ficer recognizing and praising a fe- 
male classmate because she had 
made an “A” on the Cadet Physical 
Fitness Test, and maintained an “A” 
academic average. I remember sev- 
eral male cadets looking around and 
saying, “I’m doing that too. Why 
aren’t I up there?” 

A female classmate in my com- 
pany was separated my Cow year for 
lesbian activity. Her roommate of 
two years walked in on her and a 
fellow softball player “in action.” 
There was always rumor of lesbi- 
anism on the softball team, but I 
have no firsthand knowledge. 

Of course you know about the 
indoor obstacle course. A male must 
do it in three minutes, but the fe- 
males get six minutes to complete 
it. And the female cadet can climb 
the cargo net if she can’t lift herself 
onto the shelf. I hosted a cadet this 
summer and he said they were talk- 
ing about eliminating the indoor 
obstacle course. And females do not 
take boxing or wrestling. 

I recommend you get a book 
called The Weak Link. It’s all about 
the political push to get more 
women in the military. He tells 
about an award cadets used to get 
at Camp Buckner, the “Recondo 
Badge.” It was awarded to the top 
percentage of cadets based on physi- 
cal fitness and military skills. He 
describes how they had to drop the 
standard so low in order for the 
“correct” number of females to get 
it, that it became an embarrassment, 
so they just did away with it. 

I will query my classmates and 
acquaintances for more stuff. I’m 
going to have flashbacks now that 


you drug this out of me. I expect 
you to pay for my therapy. 

Armed and Free... So Far 

HQjTRADOC 

Y our Spring/Summer editorial, 
“Reform the Army: End 
Equal Opportunity,” 
[Vol.III, No. 4] wherein you re- 
marked that the Army is deliber- 
ately recruiting those who do not 
have America’s best interests at 
heart, prompted me to write. I came 
to realize long ago that things like 
that do not happen in isolation. 

I am a book designer by trade and 
I just finished a coffee table book 
on America’s “New” Military. Sadly 
enough, while a real work of art, it 
is not even being published by an 
American firm. The book focuses 
much of its attention on the indi- 
viduals who comprise our Armed 
Services. Obviously a patriotic trib- 
ute to our nations front-line defend- 
ers is not as commercially 
tantalizing to our publishers as, for 
example, Diana Stewart. 

During the production I assisted 
with several sessions of photo-ed- 
its, a task both fascinating and re- 
volting. I have seen political 
correctness consciously manipulated 
as few outside the communications 
industry will ever witness. 

When images are published, (or 
new stories selected) the process is 
structured by a willed campaign to 
advance an agenda. This is not para- 
noid speculation on my part. I’ve 
witnessed it first hand. The agenda 
goes hand-in-hand with an issue 
and deadline oriented industry ad- 
vancing the latest thoughts of 
“progressives.” 

To illustrate: We went through 
over a hundred thousand photo- 
graphs for the military book in or- 
der to select the several hundred 
that appear in the publication. As 
you might well imagine, under 
those circumstances, the criteria for 
choosing a photo must be identi- 
fied in no uncertain terms. 

I was told that photographs of 
blacks and women rated highest. 
“Black women are especially desir- 
able,” I was cautioned. Photos of 
blacks and females in positions of 


authority were priority. When the 
“creative” team came across a photo 
of a black female instructor dem- 
onstrating a safety technique to a 
group of white male soldiers I ex- 
pected, in their ecstasy, they were 
going to drop to their knees in 
thankful prayer. 

At one point, I flatly refused an 
egregious effort at language distor- 
tion to gender-neutral “standards.” 
In a pathetic effort not to use the 
standard singular possessive pro- 
noun “his” to identify a noun at the 
end of a clause whose subject was 
either a man or a woman, somebody 
(who knew better) used the plural 
pronoun “their.” This created what 
any sixth grader (from my genera- 
tion at least) would have recognized 
as a subject/pronoun disagreement. 
I corrected it and returned the 
marked manuscript. I was told to 
change it back to the wrong syntax. 

I had reached my limit. The book 
will contain proper, if politically 
suspect, grammar — one small step 
for a rational man...! 

You’re not alone out there. 

A Patriot in the Media 
Jackson Heights, NY 

J TFA Davidson: I thought you to 
I be a truly rational Objectivist 
| until I read your “I Hate Liber- 
s’’ column (Vol.III, No.4). Now I 
see you as yet another right-wing 
conservative who preaches eco- 
nomic freedom while simulta- 
neously embracing moral 
oppression. I don’t know which is 
worse; the moral anarchy of liberal 
subjectivism or the moral socialism 
of your “conservative family values.” 
Both are destructive and evil. 

When it comes to human sexu- 
ality, you tout the virtues of “nor- 
mal people” like a true socialist. You 
define what is approved behavior by 
what you and the rest of your mob 
deem appropriate. On this issue you 
are, therefore, anti-freedom. 

What goes on in my bedroom 
you will never know, nor is it any of 
your damn business. A homosexual 
can be just as “competent, industri- 
ous and intelligent” as any other 
Objectivist, and two men (or 
women) engaging in mutually 
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agreeable sexual relations is no more 
disgusting or perverted than two 
men engaging in mutually agreeable 
business relations. You cannot con- 
demn one action without establish- 
ing a moral right to condemn the 
other. 

Eliminate your hypocrisy! 

Christopher J. Smith 
Mooresville, NC 

I received several like this , but Mr. 
Smith's was the best one. 

One; heterosexuality is normal hu- 
man behavior , so by default , homo- 
sexuality is abnormal. Two; if one 
willfully engages in abnormal behav- 
ior that behavior is, by definition, ab- 
errant. Three; intentional aberrancy 
is, by definition, irrational. Four; 
willful irrationality is nihilistic. 

As the manifestation of a nihilistic 
mind-set, homosexuality is a debase- 
ment, not a celebration, of human 
sexuality and is therefore abominable. 
However, so long as homosexuals con- 
fine their voluntarily irrational be- 
havior to themselves, they are welcome 
to the personal self-destruction that 
goes with it, but must also contend, 
individually, with the discrimination 
they will face in civilized society if they 
flaunt their perversion. 

Homosexuals have the same indi- 
vidual rights as normal individuals, 
including the right to discriminate. 
Until, that is, they demand extraor- 
dinary “civil rights, " in the manner of 
their Communist Negro pathfinders. 
Homosexual “ civil rights' are by defi- 
nition compelled abrogations of nor- 
mal people 's individual rights, that can 
be enforced in only one manner, at the 
point of government' s gun, and pro- 
pagandized by only one means, offi- 
cial government pedagogy. 

Mr. Smith is correct. Whatever con- 
sensual squalidness occurs between two 
consenting adults in private is none of 
my business, and I truly do not want 
to know. But the homosexual agenda 
has nothing to do with consensual 
( however opprobrious) adult behavior 
in private. It is a blatant frontal as- 
sault against reason that demands 
mass surrender to irrationality, and it's 
also a deliberate attack on freedom of 
association and property rights — -just 
like the Negro “'civil rights movement" 


and the womens rights movement." 
Neither of which had anything to do 
with rights . 

Homosexuals have thereby declared 
themselves to be a tribe, whose “race" 
is determined by the hypothetical “fag 
gene. "And that makes them a station- 
ary target in these editorial pages. 

Like the qualifier at the beginning 
of any formation ass-chewing; “If this 
doesn't apply to you, ignore it. If it 
does — Pay Heed. " 

J.F.A. Davidson 


Y ou’ll love this! I was in Kan- 
sas City for a seminar last 
August and was on my way 
home, preparing to board a U.S. Air 
flight. My briefcase was on the X- 
ray conveyor belt while I was talk- 
ing to some friends. My office 
manager gestured me to “come 
quick!” 

As I walked up I found the air- 
port rent-a-cops searching my brief- 
case. When I asked what the search 
was for a “female” (and that is a very 
diplomatic description) shouted, 
“We have been alerted to a Weapon 
and Contraband!” 

“What ‘weapon’ and what ‘con- 
traband.’” I asked. 

“THIS!” she yelled, holding up 
my smallest Spyderco® pocket 
knife, “IT’S A WEAPON!”. 

“Maybe for a midget,” I replied. 
Just then her supervisor appeared 
and moved her, and my briefcase 
and belongings to another table. I 
could not overhear all their conver- 
sation, but I could hear her (she was 
still yelling). 

As the supervisor questioned her, 
her replies were: 

“This weapon!” and “ American 
Handgunner and two copies of The 
Resister , what does anybody need 
with two copies of THAT for !?” 
(Sorry, her grammar.) “No nothing 
else.” Then, “At least check what 
that woman with him has!” 

The supervisor, being more, 
ummm.... intelligent , returned my 
property and told me to board the 
plane. When I told the supervisor I 
wanted to speak to his supervisor he 
smiled and told me “It will take 
about an hour to get him here, but 
gee, your plane leaves in ten min- 


utes. I guess you’ll miss your plane.” 
The other rent-a-cops smiled obe- 
diently. 

So, there you have it. The Re- 
sister , Spyderco® and my charming 
personality got me in trouble. At 
first I was pissed. Then I went 
home. I am a respected doctor in 
my community. I was treated like a 
migrant in a Third-world s — thole 
and had my belongings tossed by 
factotums. 

Every day I tell people, “Pay At- 
tention!” because trouble is not on 
the way, it’s already here . That 
lovely afternoon in the Kansas City 
airport just reinforced what I already 
knew. 

Keep up the good work. 

BillButson, D.C. 

Lenoir, North Carolina 

P.S. I didn’t add 2 + 2 until I 
addressed the envelope. That bitch 
in K.C. knew about The Resister . 
Screw ‘em! 


I am not in special operations. I 
did spend some time in the 82nd 
Airborne Division. I am at Ft. 
Sam Houston 'tflHHHHHHIH 
HIHHHHHI I love being a sol- 
dier but I am about fed up with the 
PC Nazis gutting the military. 

I agree with everything I have 
read so far. I am still uncertain what 
you hope to accomplish. Anyone 
who agrees with you, as I already 
do, is already convinced “a lot of 
— t ain’t right” these days. Any G- 
2 you might put out does not apply 
to me. I am in no position to change 
or effect anything. 

I only know a handful of others 
who think as I do. Those individu- 
als, even if they desired action, are 
like me; indians, not chiefs. Don’t 
get me wrong: I am not advocating 
the initiation of violence, but nei- 
ther will I live as a slave. 

J.S. Mosby 
Fort Sam Houston, TX 


What The Resister is accomplish- 
ing is the coalescing both “indians" and 
“chiefs" throughout the military under 
the anti-collectivist banner. Standing, 
Reserve and National Guard; active 
and retired; enlisted soldiers, non-com- 
missioned officers and commissioned 
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officers. We're not going to live as 
slaves either. 

J.F.A. Davidson 

Counsel v. Davidson 

I am always amazed by the left's as- 
sumption that the The Resister is 
some monolithic entity wherein no dis- 
cussion or debate is tolerated. The sheer 
volume of debate between the editor , 
associate editors , contributing editors , 
writers and correspondents would fill 
a hefty tome. Here's one example: 

T rung-si': A wise salesman 
once told me that you don’t 
make sales by running down 
the other guy’s product, you make 
them by pushing your own prod- 
uct. I fear the magazine has been 
overly critical. It is not enough to 
accuse feminists of being Commu- 
nists. Surely there is something go- 
ing on of which you approve. 

General Gastis’ article on why 
women cannot perform in combat 
is the sort of thing needed. It was 
specific, well grounded in reality, 
the sort of article expected of pro- 
fessional soldiers. 

Kevin L. Jamison 

D ai-iii: Frankly, a lot of the 
material in the last issue 
was toned down before it 
went to press. I understand your 
concern about shinning a positive 
light on what we’re about, and the 
reason BG Gastis’ article followed 
hard on the heels of “The Stars...” 
is because he addressed specifics. 
Please note, however, that whenever 
concrete specifics describing why 
females shouldn’t even be in the 
military — let alone hold combat bil- 
lets — are mentioned, the opposition 
pooh-poohs them as either irrel- 
evant, “sexist,” a need for more 
“training,” or a “leadership prob- 
lem.” 

It’s a known fact that the movers 
and shakers of the feminist move- 
ment are Communists, and have 
been since that movement’s incep- 
tion in the early-1800’s. It is also a 
known fact that the ERA propo- 
nents knew what the inclusion of 
females in the military would do to 
it, and regardless of their anti-war 


rhetoric, were consistent in their call 
for “full equality” of women in the 
military — as impossible then as it is 
today. It is also a known fact that 
the ’60s and ’70s dissidents in the 
military were Communists, Com- 
munist supporters, and revolution- 
ary Negro activists. The myriad 
regulations enacted to appease 
them, and their supporters in Con- 
gress, are the very regulations that 
enable The Resister to survive. I call 
that poetic justice because TR is 
consistently opposed to everything 
they stood for and the Army is liv- 
ing with today. Please note that the 
chain of command, and this admin- 
istration, consider TR sedition. 

You ask if there is anything of 
which I approve. There is. I approve 
of Alabama governor James’ defi- 
ant stand against the federal gov- 
ernment — but not for the reasons 
he is being defiant. His defiance is 
grounded in mysticism, and for that 
reason will not only fail in the short 
term, but will cause long term dam- 
age to his state once the Reds have 
driven him from office. The reason 
for this is because he does not cat- 
egorically reject the left’s lexicon; 
nor does he reject the left’s core pre- 
mises. Thus, by using their lexicon, 
and arguing against federal intru- 
sion in Alabama’s internal affairs by 
accepting their premises, he has 
merely thrown a stone in the pond 
when he should have blown-up the 
dam. ‘A’ for intent, T)’ for imple- 
mentation, ‘F’ for consequences. 

Had James been fully cognizant 
of what he was doing, or what he 
was up against, he would have dis- 
banded the Alabama State Board of 
Education before he rejected the fed- 
erally mandated Goals 2000, had all 
Alabama members of the Commu- 
nist ACLU disbarred, and with- 
drawn Alabama from the National 
Guard, before he stated he would use 
duly constituted (by the Alabama 
Constitution) force to defend Judge 
DeMont’s display of the 10 Com- 
mandments in his courtroom. And, 
if he had any balls, would have de- 
clared Alabama seceded from the 
Union — just to punctuate his re- 
solve to resist the federal dictator- 
ship. He wouldn’t have lasted long, 


but he would have sent an unmis- 
takable message. 

But he could do none of the 
above. Now he is smeared as a 
“crank” for the simple reason that 
he attempted to regain the sover- 
eignty of his state. He had a chance 
to be a national leader, and he pissed 
it away because he accepted, and 
acted upon, false premises. Every 
time somebody accepts a collectiv- 
ist premise (i.e., women and men 
are equal, or all cultures have equal 
value, ad nauseam), they’re simply 
deepening the grave we’ll all be bur- 
ied in. 

Let me put that in a 2nd amend- 
ment context. When Charlton 
Heston stands up on national tele- 
vision holding a select fire M16 in 
one hand, and a double barreled 
shotgun in the other, and first holds 
up the Ml 6 saying, “ This is what 
the second amendment is about,” 
then holds up the shotgun and says, 
“This is a derivative , not a pri- 
mary” — then I will concede TR is 
being too “negative.” We both know 
that is not going to happen. Heston 
is a piker (like all the other NRA 
drones), and will continue to sur- 
round himself with “The Children,” 
blubbering about rights he dimly 
comprehends, while promoting an 
NRA that exists solely to perpetu- 
ate the NRA. If the NRA truly ex- 
isted to defend the 2nd amendment 
our history books would detail the 
1934 Self-Defense March by ma- 
chine-gun wielding citizens on 
Washington — and the lynching of 
those in Congress who passed the 
’34 National Firearms Act. 

Do I have optimism about any- 
thing? Yes; I am optimistic that we 
are treading water in a statist toilet 
waiting for the first elected dictator 
to flush it. Say, Gore in 2000. 
Maybe Powell. 

What TR is doing, is standing 
up and saying to collectivists (of all 
shades of red): “We’ll destroy you 
while defending our rights against 
you because you are evil.” I can 
fathom no logical reason to be 
pleasant while saying it. 

Deo Vindice, 

JFAD 

$ 
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The New Totalitarians: 

Bosnia as a Mirror of America’s Future 


Praise for this Book 

In the cesspool of inverse morality that 
defines the New Totalitarians , the most de- 
based and degenerate of the counter-culture 
elite sank straight to the bottom and became 
its leaders, and eventually our government. 

J.F.A. Davidson 

[The book] builds a convincing hypoth- 
esis that the Clintons and their Boomer 
elitists... will destroy the institutions and 
traditions on which America was 
founded . . . in particular the Navy will be ir- 
reparably damaged by a second Clinton 
term.... 

ADM Thomas H. Moorer, (Ret.) 

This important book clearly illustrates 
how the politically correct are transforming 
Marxism from economics into 
culture. ..when multi culturalism fails , as it 
always will, the result will be \ bayonets . ’ 
Bill Lind, Host of The Next Revo- 
lution, NET-TV 


This book reveals how Bill Clinton and his ‘NewTotalitarians’ 
are destroying America’s trusted institutions, including the 
nation’s military. Unless turned back, we will witness the collapse 
of our nation and with it our American Civilization. The author, 
Dr. Gerald L. Atkinson, is a former Navy carrier and test pilot, 
Viet Nam War combat veteran, and former national security ad- 
visor in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

The New Totalitarians reveals: 

»The true reason Clinton committed troops to Bosnia 

»The parallels between Yugoslavia and America 

»Who these New Totalitarians really are 

»The New Totalitarians’ agitprop agenda 

»How they are destroying the U.S. military from within 

Send $22.50 check or money order (postage paid) to: 

Atkinson Associates Press 
P.O. Box 1417 

Clinton, MD 20735 or call (301) 899-8224 for information. 

Our customers don’t end up on anyone’s mailing list! 



For anybody who dreams of the 
day when Communists twist in 
the wind... this book is a neces- 
sary reference. 

J.F.A. Davidson 


LEGAL 

TERRORISM 

-by- 

Susan L.M. Huck, Ph.D 

The Resister has purchased all remaining stocks of Legal 
Terrorism. We are offering this essential reference, 
detailing how leftists manipulate our legal system, for 
$7.00 soft cover, or $14.00 hard cover (Postage Paid). 
NOT FOUND IN BOOK STORES ANYWHERE! 

Allow 8 weeks for deliveiy. Send Cash or Money Order to: 

Book Offer 
P.O. Box 47095 
Kansas City, MO 64188 
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No man s life , liberty , or property is safe while the yog* - " The Highest art in the world cannot guild socialism, 

legislature is in session. fyfy ' if * s impossible to make beautiful the denial of liberty. 

Judge Gideon J. Tucker Auberon Herbert 



Editorials &TDommentaries 


REFORM THE ARMY 

(Part 2) 

“Army. We Don’t Need You.” 


0 


O 


C olonel Karen N. Maguire of 
the Recruiting Command 
Public Affairs Office an- 
nounced in early October that the 
Army had met its recruiting goals 
for fiscal year ‘97. She stated that 
82,000 “young people” had enlisted 
in the Army during the fiscal year, 
which had begun Recruiting Com- 
mand-wide with a mission 1 of 
89,700. You maybe asking yourself, 
“If the mission was 89,700, and 
82,000 is the successful “goal,” what 
happened to the other 7,700 “young 
people” the Army needed to make 
up its “young people” deficit? Well, 
it’s simple really; any con-artist 
knows how to cook the books. 

The Army simply reduced its 
“end-strength” (the number of sol- 
diers on active duty) by 4,000, and 
it’s recruiting mission by 4,200, re- 
sulting in a deficit of -4,200. Then 
Recruiting Command further de- 
creased its mission by 3,500 due to 
reenlistments, leaving a deficit bal- 
ance of -7, 700 Joes. In other words, 
the Army succeeded in meeting its 
enlistment mission by reducing the 
number of soldiers the Army 
needed to replace and by redefin- 
ing reenlistments as “recruiting.” 
Now, if a private individual tried the 
same bookkeeping methods with a 
company account he would be 
charged with constructive fraud. 
But it’s perfectly all right for Re- 
cruiting Command to engage in 


constructive fraud. After all, it’s for 
the “good of the Army” — and the 
commander of Recruiting 
Command’s career prospects. 

Stroll into a reenlistment office 
anywhere in the U.S. Army and you 
will observe one 
of the Army’s 
newest recruiting 
posters. (It’s my 
personal favorite.) 

It’s not like the 
others. The other 
posters show 
perky females be- 
ing given the Op- 
portunity to do 
manly things in a 
feminine way, 
and anointed mi- 
norities Learning 
a Trade. One of 
the latest Special 
Forces recruiting 
posters even illus- 
trates the future 
truth by having the officially de- 
creed future percentage of minori- 
ties in Special Forces doing action 
things and posing with their future 
Quality of Life families. But my 
personal favorite is the poster that 
shows a Wilson’s War 2 Uncle Sam 
(with stern gaze, eyes that follow 
you, and right index finger aimed 
straight at your heart; whoever de- 
signed the Wilson’s War Uncle Sam 
was a genius) with the bold ques- 


tion on royal blue background, “IF 
NOT YOU, WHO? 

The reason that poster is my fa- 
vorite is because it was designed by 
a professional. What kind of pro- 
fessional we’ll discuss shortly. 


How to Ki 

Mi 



How to Read a Recruiting Poster 

y favorite poster contin- 
ues, “If you believe this 
country needs an Army, 
you can't help but believe that it 
needs soldiers.” (Fatuous, but 
mostly harmless. We’ll rewrite it 
later.) “Who will these soldiers be?” 
Uncle queries. 

“Don’t look 
over your shoul- 
der. After all, 
with your educa- 
tion, ambition 
and dreams, you 
have a personal 
stake in the future 
of this country.” 
Uncle then ad- 
monishes, “And a 
personal duty to 
serve it. That’s 
right, though 
military service is 
no longer an obli- 
gation, it is no less 
a duty.” [Empha- 
sis added.] 

Interesting 
choice of phrases, “no longer an ob- 
ligation” and “no less a duty.” Par- 
ticularly the way they are 
juxtaposed. Note, in the preceding 
paragraph, the careful arrangement 
of truth, partial truth, smuggled lie, 
and falsehood. 

An individual has “a personal 
stake in the future of this country” 
(a truth). He has “a personal duty 
to serve it” (a partial truth). Mili- 
tary service is “no longer an obliga- 
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tion” (a deliberate lie smuggled in a 
truth). Which makes military ser- 
vice “a duty” (a falsehood). This ar- 
rangement was no accident. It was 
written by a professional propagan- 
dist who counted on the inability 
of his target audience (“young 
people”) to distinguish, not only the 
true definition of specific words and 
their meaning in context, but also 
the Owellian conclusion: Freedom 
is slavery. Our propagandist there- 
fore is also a nihilist. 

“After all, with your education, 
ambition and dreams, you have a 
personal stake in the future of this 
country,” Uncle says. Of course you 
do. That is why this sentence is 
placed first in sequence. The tech- 
nique used here is to fix in your 
mind a truism so the following par- 
tial truth, smuggled lie, and false- 
hood lead you successively to a 
wrong conclusion. 

The partial truth is: “And a per- 
sonal duty to serve it.” The words 
“personal duty” were not placed in 
their position by accident. Note that 
the questions “to whom and for 
what ?” are deliberately left unan- 
swered; nor are you expected to ask 
them. Now, if military duty is of 
value to you , and if you assess mili- 
tary service as consistent with both 
your present values and those ratio- 
nal values you expect to gain in the 
future by your military service, then 
yes, you have a “personal duty” to 
yourself to pursue those values and 
military service is therefore a ratio- 
nal choice by the means of which 
you expect to attain those values. In 
that context, duty (to oneself) is 
defined as; “Moral obligation; the 
binding force of what is morally 
right.” 3 I call the aforementioned 
sentence a partial truth because al- 
though a rational individual may 
(based on his values) reason that 
military service is of value to him- 
self and his future, yet that is not 
what our propagandist had in mind 
when he wrote the aforementioned 
sentence. The connotation is that 
because you have an “education, 
ambitions and dreams,” and because 
you have “a personal stake in the 
future of this country” you have no 
moral option but to serve The 


State — because The State is as- 
sumed to have provided you with 
“education, ambition and dreams.” 
Duty, in that context means; “Ac- 
tion, or an act, that is due in the 
way of moral or legal obligation; 
that which one ought or is bound 
to do; an obligation.” 4 And in the 
mangled minds of Dewey Camp 5 
refugees, having just undergone 12 
years of socialization brainwashing, 
that connotation, 

“...personal duty to 
serve it,” makes per- 
fect sense. 

Three words leap 
out of the punch 
line: “That’s right, 
though military ser- 
vice is no longer an 
obligation, it is no 
less a duty.” Those 
words are “though,” 

“obligation,” and 
“duty.” 

Conscription 6 is 
the total negation of an individual’s 
natural rights and liberty. It is a bla- 
tantly collectivist practice that has 
only one conclusion; The State may 
claim your life at will. It is right and 
just that conscription is no longer 
practiced (although registration still 
continues — a gentle reminder that 
The State may, whenever it wishes, 
still claim your life). So, when con- 
scription is conferred the status of 
“an obligation,” it is entirely con- 
sistent that “no longer” be prefaced 
by “though,” which means; “...that 
relation of two opposed facts or cir- 
cumstances (actual or hypothetical) 
in which the one is inadequate to pre- 
vent the other , and therefore both 
concur, contrary to what might be 
expected” 1 [Emphasis added.] What 
are the two “opposed facts?” That 
conscription is “no longer” a per- 
sonal “obligation.” 

“Obligation,” in the context of 
conscription means; “An enforced 
or burdensome task or charge.” 8 
“Obligation” in the context of man- 
datory registration for conscription, 
means; “[A] written contract or 
bond under seal containing a pen- 
alty with a condition annexed. Also, 
the right created or liability incurred 
by such an agreement, document, 


or bond.” 9 The “right created” of 
course is that of The State to sacri- 
fice you, and the “liability” is yours . 
But “obligation” qualified by “no 
longer” in the context of the stand- 
ing requirement for “young people” 
to register for the draft means; “You 
are legally obligated to surrender 
your life to The State if ‘the people’ 
will it, so you might as well enlist.” 
In other words, the phrase “no 
longer an obliga- 
tion” is a threat . And 
in the Dewey Camp 
crippled minds of 
“young people” that 
threat is vaguely 
“felt” as such. Even 
though the nihilist- 
propagandist who 
wrote that phrase 
categorically stated 
it as a threat when 
he used the inde- 
pendent adversative 
particle “though,” 
Dewey Camp refugees dimly “feel” 
it connotes a choice. True, nobody 
is being conscripted today . But uni- 
versal service is being seriously dis- 
cussed among the Establishment 
drones in the service colleges. 10 

In the context of the implied 
threat, “no less a duty” connotes that 
the absence of press-ganging makes 
it incumbent upon a man to surren- 
der for “military service.” It specifi- 
cally states that the government’s 
lack of authority to forcibly con- 
script individuals into military ser- 
vice therefore devolves upon the 
individual the personal responsibil- 
ity to provide the “service” govern- 
ment cannot compel. Those words 
imply that the lack of compulsory 
military servitude (conscription) 
imposes upon the uncompelled a 
necessity to volunteer. “Young 
people” fall for that con every day. 
But obviously not in sufficient num- 
bers to fill the ranks. So, what’s an 
Uncle to do? 

Offer the kiddies bribes. 

Pssst...! Want Some Candy, Kid? 

T hose bribes are called “bo- 
nuses” and “benefits.” After 
the catch, the poster contin- 
ues; “And in spite of all the bonuses, 


The words “personal 
duty” were not placed 
in their position by 
accident. Note that the 
questions “to whom 
and for what ?” are 
deliberately left 
unanswered.... 
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benefits, travel and excitement of 
being a soldier, fulfilling your duty 
is the most fulfilling part of all. 
Think about it.” In other words 
“young people” are enticed with the 
notion that they will be laden with 
“bonuses” and “benefits” that 
amount to little more than 
“workfare” handouts. But it’s a Vol- 
unteer Army you see. And if “young 
people” aren’t bribed they won’t 
join. 

Here’s Uncle’s bribe. In exchange 
for ‘X’ numbers of years of “travel 
and excitement” while “fulfilling 
your duty” to The State, Uncle will 
lard you with monetary “bonuses” 
and education, medical, and loan 
“benefits” you haven’t yet earned. 
Nobody has yet offered an expla- 
nation of why Uncle needs to bribe 
“young people” with the unearned 
to get them to “volunteer.” Volun- 
teer means of your own volition. 
Real volunteers don’t need to be 
bribed. 

Those bribes, of course, are called 
enlistment “incentives” because they 
encourage a particular choice of 
work. And given the nature of the 
“young people” before whom those 
“incentives” are dangled, they attract 
exactly those who are not needed in 
a regular (i.e., standing) army — 
opportunists, pragmatizers, 
mediocrists, and parasites. 

Do you lack a marketable skill 
because you’re too lazy or incom- 
petent to learn one yourself? Do you 
despair of attending university be- 
cause the dog ate your homework 
throughout “high” school? Are you 
a female who just wants The Op- 
portunity to be a man? Are you an 
Establishment approved minority 
who needs to be given equality? 
Have you always been obedient and 
want now to be a “leader?” Or do 
you simply want a free lunch? Re- 
cruiting Command doesn’t care. 
Theyjust need bodies — desperately. 

The Army is hopelessly infected 
with senior officers who hold Mas- 
ter of Business Administration de- 
grees. So it’s little wonder that 
Recruiting Command hasn’t yet 
tumbled to the contradiction in 
their not-enough “young people” 
plight. The Army is yet again be- 


ing “drawn down” and according to 
the latest Quadrennial Defense Re- 
view the Army is slated to “down 
size” by another 15,000 Joes by fis- 
cal year 2000. (That’s the equiva- 
lent of an entire division, folks.) 
Now, any astute reader of The Re- 
sister knows that if a 
business reduces the 
number of people it 
needs to conduct 
business, that allows 
the businessman to 
hire higher quality 
employees. In other 
words, he can, and 
rationally should, 
raise his employ- 
ment standards. So 
it follows that if the 
Army is (again) re- 
ducing its 

“endstrength” it is in 
a position to raise the qualifications 
required of “volunteers” — right? 

Wrong! 

Perfectly Normal 

F laced with the prospect of a fis- 
cal year ’98 recruiting mission 
of 77,500 “young people,” 
12,200 less than last fiscal year’s real 
mission (4,500 less than the con- 
structive fraud mission), Recruiting 
Command, in a stunningly innova- 
tive twist on ageless employment 
practices, lowered the standards for 
enlistment, and increased the num- 
ber of Category IV recruits it allows 
to enlist. And although Recruiting 
Command boasts that “67 percent 
[of recruits],” for fiscal year ’97 
“scored in the upper half of the 
Aimed Forces Qualification Test 
(AFQT),” they did not say how the 
scores were spread out, 11 who they 
were spread out among, what the 
highest and lowest possible scores 
are, nor what the AFQT is, or why 
it’s important. So I will. 

The AFQT is not technically “a 
test.” It is a score computed from 
the Armed Services Vocational 
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). The 
ASVAB consists of ten subtests: 
General Science (GS), Word 
Knowledge (WK), Arithmetic Rea- 
soning (AR), Mathematical Knowl- 
edge (MK), Paragraph 


Comprehension (PC), Electronics 
Information (El), Coding Speed 
(CS), Automobile/Shop Informa- 
tion (AS), Numerical Operations 
(NO), and Mechanical Compre- 
hension (MC). Scores from those 
subtests are combined variously to 
derive Aptitude 
Area Scores which 
are used to predict 
service school train- 
ing success and de- 
termine for what 
Military Occupa- 
tional Specialty the 
recruit is most 
suited. For example; 
the bribes may lure 
you into a recruiter’s 
office with a wish to 
be a communica- 
tions and electronics 
repairman, but you 
may wind up washing clothes. The 
AFQT is the score derived from the 
WK, PC, AR, and MK tests. 

Recruiting Command denies 
(fiercely!) that the AFQT is an in- 
telligence test. But it is. In fact, the 
AFQT is “one of the most highly 
^-loaded mental tests in use,” 12 and 
it’s correlation to classic IQtests “are 
as high or higher than observed cor- 
relations of the classic IQtests with 
each other.” 13 The factor “g 
means — a broad mental capacity 
that permeates performance on any- 
thing that challenges people 
cognitively.” 14 In other words, a 
measure of general intelligence. But 
Recruiting Command was being 
disingenuous when they declared 
triumphantly that 67 percent of re- 
cruits had scored in the “upper half’ 
of the AFQT. The maximum 
AFQT score is 99. And the recruit’s 
AFQT score determines into what 
Category he falls. Rather, it did. 
The Army used to rank recruits af- 
ter testing as Category I, II, III, or 
IV. But in these times of compul- 
sory “equality of opportunity,” and 
combined with the (viciously sup- 
pressed) knowledge that the AFQT 
is an intelligence test, that got pretty 
embarrassing. 15 

So, the equal opportunity 
zampolit at Recruiting Command 
did what any group of nihilists 


Have you always been 
obedient and want 
now to be a “leader?” 
Or do you simply want 
a free lunch? 
Recruiting Command 
doesn’t care. Theyjust 
need bodies — 
desperately. 
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would do — they eliminated any 
distinctions. Now recruits fall into 
three broad categories; Ilia for those 
with an AFQT greater than 50, Illb 
for those with an AFQT between 
31 and 50, and IV for those with an 
AFQT less than 31. 

Now, if the Army’s limit on Cat- 
egory IV recruits is 2 percent, 16 and 
67 percent of recruits were 
“normed” into Category Ilia, that 
means that 54,940 recruits are arti- 
ficially “equal,” and 1,640 are Cat- 
egory IVs. That means 31 percent, 
or 25,420, are Illb recruits. 

Department of the Army’s diver- 
sity zampolit have pointed out that 
about 30 percent of soldiers are 
Negro (2 Vi times greater “represen- 
tation” in the Army than their over- 
all population of about 12 percent). 
If we accept the zampolit boast (why 
would they lie?) we can safely as- 
sume that percentage also applies 
(roughly) to recruits. Because we 
know that AFQT is an intelligence 
test directly correlated to IQ* and 
we know also that the average Cau- 
casian IQJs 100, and that the aver- 
age Negro IQ_is 85, we can make 
some assumptive comparisons be- 
tween Recruiting Command’s fis- 
cal year ’97 recruiting success, 
recruit general intelligence, and 
where the Army is headed if cur- 
rent recruiting trends continue. 

Figure 1 is the IQ^distribution 
proportional to the Caucasian and 
Negro populations of America 17 
given that there are about six Cau- 
casians for every Negro. Extrapo- 
lating, and assuming normal 
distributions, figure 2 is the IQ/ 
AFQT distribution proportion 
where 70 percent of recruits are 
Caucasian and 30 percent are Ne- 
gro. IQdistribution proportions are 
shown by the curves, while AFQT 
distribution proportions are shown 
by the overlaid bar graph. The 
shaded areas represent the approxi- 
mate racial make up of each recruit 
category. Not perfect, but pretty 
darned close. (For those of you reel- 
ing in horror and shouting in in- 
dignation, remember that figure 2 
is proportional, not absolute, and 
the area under the curves show dis- 
tribution, not quantity. For any 


Frequency distributions proportional to the 
ethnic composition of the U.S. population 




Figure Z. 


equal number of Caucasian and 
Negro soldiers about half of them 
will have IQs that match up.) 

Recruiting Command makes a 
huge commotion about “recruit 
quality” and the percentage of re- 
cruits with an AFQT higher than 
50. Of course, given that the aver- 
age high school graduate these days 
has an “education” a 6th grader 
would have sneered at as low-bred 
100 years ago, it’s difficult to un- 
derstand what all the fuss is about. 
And the current recruiting policy of 
increasing the Army’s “diversity” by 
recruiting more minorities is going 
to have the overall effect of making 
the Army less intelligent at precisely 
the time when the Army claims it’s 
increasing the complexity of its 
technology. The “Army of Excel- 
lence” is steadily degenerating into 
an Army of Mediocrity. More neat 
stuff will not reverse the trend. 

In fact, more neat stuff will make 
the dumb-down worse. The Army’s 
parasites (females) are starting to 


scream and beat the ground with 
their root prying sticks, claiming 
that the increasingly technological 
Army eliminates the reasons to bar 
them from combat branches. On 
top of that, there is a rising ca- 
cophony of mooing about the num- 
ber combat-related “jobs” Congress 
“opened up to them” in a fit of leg- 
islative stupidity (goaded by the cre- 
tinous cow, Patricia Schroeder), and 
swallowed whole cloth by America’s 
second-most incompetent Secretary 
of Defense, William Perry. Of the 
47,544 “jobs” that became “avail- 
able” to the Army’s female parasites 
in 1993 and 1994, only 815 have 
been “filled.” A sane man would say, 
“Good!” Recruiting Command says 
the Army needs more parasites. 

The hidden horror in Recruiting 
Command’s systematic (and I con- 
tend planned) destruction of the 
Army is that almost 20 percent of 
fiscal year ‘97’s recruits were fe- 
males. The RAND Corporation’s 
National Defense Research Insti- 
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tute thinks that’s great, because 
RAND recently conducted a survey 
asking commanders their “feelings” 
about gender integration. The con- 
clusion was “gender integration is 
perceived to have a relatively small 
effect on readiness, cohesion, and 
morale.” “Perceived” by whom? Sy- 
cophants who know which apoliti- 
cal side their Officer Evaluation 
Report is buttered on. How small 
is “relatively small?” They won’t say. 
The RAND “study” was commis- 
sioned by Representatives Tilly 
Fowler and Jane Harman in the 
summer if 1996. 

Yes, those are the same two root 
prying stick wavers who demand 
that “leadership” is at fault when 
barracks sluts can’t keep their legs 
closed. What was the purpose of the 
RAND study? In the words of Rep. 
Harman, “We want to learn more 
than that,” in response to rational 
objections that men don’t want or 
need females in combat units. 
(There must have been a full moon 
when she said that.) So the conclu- 
sion of RAND’s “study” was con- 
sistent with its history of being the 
thug in the alley every time the 
Army gets mugged by nihilist-egali- 
tarian social reformers. 

“Soldiers Are Our Credentials” 

T hat is the personal slogan of 
Army Chief of Staff, Gen- 
eral Dennis Reimer. By de- 
fault it has become the slogan of 
choice for all officers who value their 
careers above their personal integ- 
rity. You will read hardly anything 
by General Reimer in official cor- 
respondence wherein that mind 
numbing slogan is not parroted — 
particularly since the squalidness at 
Aberdeen. It is entirely consistent 
with the consequences of the 
Army’s current recruiting, reten- 
tion, and equal opportunity policies. 
You’re supposed to feel good about 
that slogan. Anybody who thinks 
about it, in light of the above-men- 
tioned policies, despairs. (My reply 
to General Reimer is: “Speak for 
yourself!”) 

It would be more accurate to re- 
gard today’s recruits as unprin- 
cipled, whining and cunning rather 


than moral, stoic and intelligent. 
That is why General Reimer is flail- 
ing the Army with his Character 
Development XXI (“values” collec- 
tive derived) Seven Core Values, 18 
and why recruits will now spend an 
extra week in basic training getting 
a “values based” brainwash to be re- 
inforced semiannually in group- 
gropes and self-criticism sessions. 
As an intellectual agnostic, General 
Reimer’s pragmatizing about what 
a wonderful Army it will be when 
it’s more “diverse” and more feminine 
is entirely consis- 
tent with his fan- 
tasy that “young 
people” who need 
to be bribed into 
the Army will 
take his (essen- 
tially) Commu- 
nist Chinese 
slogan — Seven 
Core Values! — 
seriously at all. 

His sloganeering 
will have a net ef- 
fect of exactly 
nothing . Because 
real values cannot 
be imposed. You either have them, 
or you don’t. Not to worry though. 
The more dumbed-down the Army 
becomes the easier it’ll be to get sol- 
diers to chant slogans. And the 
more desperate the Army gets try- 
ing to retain competent soldiers — 
the “old ones,” who ignore the slo- 
gans, and in many cases the chain 
of command in order to get actual 
work done (and who are bailing out 
in droves) — the more bribes they 
need to offer to the incompetents 
who enlisted for the bribes in the 
first place. 

The cornucopia of bribes aimed 
at keeping “America’s brightest 
young people” in the Army simply 
staggers the imagination of anybody 
who’s ever served in the Army be- 
fore it became a uniformed welfare 
program. Secretary of Defense, 
William Cohen, and General 
Reimer, call these retention bribes 
Quality of Life. 

Quality of Life means that sol- 
diers are “housed” in single-man 
room “barracks;” complete with 


mud rooms so they don’t track field 
dirt into their “living space” when 
they rush to tune-in MTV on their 
cable hook-ups. It means they have 
access to “stress counseling” when 
the strain of rushing from the com- 
mon mud room to their private 
Telescreen overwhelms their deli- 
cate little psyches or something else 
threatens their “self-esteem.” Qual- 
ity of Life means “access” to “edu- 
cation opportunities,” on top of the 
“education benefits” they were 
bribed into the Army with in the 
first place. It 
means your fam- 
ily will be part of 
the “Army Com- 
munity” and be 
able to sponge off 
all the neat “ben- 
efits” and “en- 
titlements” the 
“military sponsor” 
was granted, like 
“free” socialized 
medicine. (De- 
pendents have to 
pay [!] for den- 
tistry; you can’t 
imagine the hue 
and cry about that.) 

And if you’re a parasite? Well, 
the sky’s the limit! Go ahead “sol- 
dier;” slut around, get pregnant, file 
a few harassment complaints, and 
join the Army Family. Special 
physical training and light “duty” for 
pregnant parasites is only the begin- 
ning. Why, there’s maternity leave, 
and your always compassionate (i.e., 
blackmailed) commander willing to 
let you suckle your Welcome Ad- 
dition to the Army Family for six 
months at the direct expense of citi- 
zens who are extorted to provide for 
you and your bastard child. (And if 
a parasite is particularly clever, she 
can spend her entire enlistment is- 
suing rug-rats.) Don’t forget the 
Army’s day care centers, packed 
with parasite spawn, whose 
mommy-soldiers spend all day 
humming the “Be, All That You 
Can Be” tune from the Telescreen 
recruiting commercial. I almost for- 
got the “Well Child” program, 
which ensures the health of 
America’s Most Precious Re- 


Don’t forget the Army’s 
day care centers, packed 
with parasite spawn, 
whose mommy-soldiers 
spend all day humming 
the “Be, All That You 
Can Be” tune from the 
Telescreen recruiting 
commercial. 
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sources — in other words, those con- 
ceived on the carpet of a singled- 
man room “barracks” while MTV 
fiddled in the background. 

There are more, many more, 
bribes. The more dumbed-down, 
“diverse,” and feminized the Army 
becomes the larger and more wide- 
spread the bribes become. Not to 
attract or keep the dumbed-down, 
“diverse” and female. They’ll stick 
around for the free lunch and “op- 
portunities” anyway. Rather, the 
Army recently offered bonuses of up 
to $15,000 to men who enlist for 
the infantry and whose ASVAB 
scores place them in the upper 15 
percentile of recruits. (If the impli- 
cation of that didn’t just dawn on 
you, re-check figure 2.) 

Why? Because the Army can’t 
keep infantrymen — specifically, 
white infantrymen. Why? Because 
the very bribes that lured minori- 
ties into the Army, and the 
pragmatizing that lured females into 
the Army, combined with the col- 
lectivist-egalitarian equal opportu- 
nity agendas that make prima facie 
criminals of white heterosexual men 
those policies are expressly targeted 
against (and who make up the vast 
majority in ground combat units), 
drive them out of the Army faster 
than new ones can be recruited to 
replace them. Currently, the aver- 
age strength of rifle platoons in the 
Army stands at about 60 percent. 

Please Come to Attention, 

Darn it! 

D uring the 1980s it was called 
the “Army of Excellence.” 
Today it is the Army of 
Pussies. If today’s Army were sud- 
denly transported back in time to 
06 June, 1944, and found its equi- 
page to be that of their 
grandfather’s, the Festungtruppen , 
composed of ad hoc Ostfront con- 
valescents, and the Volksgrendier , 
comprised of 45 - 60 year old 
Kaiser’s War veterans, would have 
ground them into hamburger on the 
Normandy beachhead. Oh, I know; 
the Army has all the Best Stuff and 
is peerless at beating-up on Pana- 
manians, accepting the surrender of 
arc-light dazed Iraqis, standing by 


helplessly while Haitians loot ware- 
houses, or cowering in Bosnian base 
camps awaiting deliveries of the 
Latest Countermeasures to nail 
studded boards wielded by Serbian 
women. I mean, who else can match 
our martial prowess over the last 
two decades? 

And what makes the U.S. Army 
so invincible? Why, basic training 
of course. Recruits are sent off with 
a tear and a hanky 
wave from their 
bribers. When they 
get to station they 
are shepherded off 
the busses with 
compassion and re- 
spect for their dig- 
nity. Kindly 

“mentors” take them 
in hand and walk 
them gently through 
the confusing ways 
of martial de- 
meanor. They’re 
given lots of neat 
stuff and taught how 
to dress, walk, and 
talk by kindly “part- 
ners” who are 
charged with a “sa- 
cred trust” to guide America’s Most 
Precious Resources into the Army 
Family. “Benevolent taskmasters” 
then gently chide and encourage 
their charges through “challenging” 
training designed to stretch the lim- 
its of “stress,” which, when reached, 
earns “young people” a “time-out.” 
During all this an endless parade of 
chaplains, equal opportunity repre- 
sentatives, “mental health” counse- 
lors and social workers (you didn’t 
know the Army had uniformed so- 
cial workers, did you?) stream-by 
during training to help everybody 
celebrate their “diversity” and make 
sure Caucasian men “get it.” 

If MTV dazed “precious re- 
sources” can’t heave their Cheez- 
Whiz swollen bodies off the 
ground — no problem! Weeks of re- 
medial physical training are avail- 
able — before basic training, 
“mentored” by understanding fit- 
ness trainers who will ensure 
America’s finest “young people” 
struggle selflessly to attain the utter 


minimum PT standard. And if they 
don’t, it doesn’t matter, because fail- 
ing to pass a PT test won’t prevent 
flabbybodies from “graduating” ba- 
sic training. Especially if they’re 
parasites, whose bloated carcasses 
are immune from discrimination 
based on “age, pregnancy, or 
ethnicity. 19 ” Drill Mommies who 
make “trainees” do push-ups for 
punishment are snitched-off by 
their more progres- 
sive fellow-mentors 
and severely disci- 
plined, then sent to 
“mental health,” or 
relieved for cause for 
“trainee abuse.” If 
America’s Most 
Precious Resources 
come down with the 
sniffles all they need 
do is report to their 
“mentor” and spend 
the rest of the day 
on sick-call. They 
can then return to 
“training” the next 
day in tennis shoes. 
And if they’re para- 
sites, all they need to 
do is put their 
mouth where their ability to malin- 
ger leaves off. No touching, yelling 
or cursing either! It would be a trav- 
esty if the phantasmagoria of gov- 
ernment school imbued 
“self-esteem” of America’s Most 
Precious Resources was shattered by 
a cruel drill sergeant who didn’t have 
“respect” for the “dignity” of his 
wards. 

General Dennis Reimer, Army 
Chief of Staff, demands: “Soldiers 
are our credentials.” He’s got one 
thing right; today’s “soldiers” are his 
credentials. That’s why he needs to 
implicate everybody else in his 
smear — to shut them up! 

How to Fix Basic Training 

F irst, we need to ask the ques- 
tion, “How did we get here.” 
That’s relatively easy to an- 
swer. In the late 1960s a nihilist- 
collectivist Negro reserve Judge 
Advocate General captain wrote a 
series of regulations implementing 
the Army’s “equal opportunity” pro- 


Drill Mommies who 
make “trainees” do 
push-ups for 
punishment are 
snitched-off by their 
more progressive 
fellow-mentors and 
severely disciplined, 
then sent to “mental 
health,” or relieved for 
cause for “trainee 
abuse.” 
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gram and those establishing the 
Defense Race Relations Institute 
(now called the Defense Equal 
Opportunity Management Insti- 
tute). About the same time, the 
Defense Advisory Committee on 
Women in the Services was being 
packed with radical feminists. Si- 
multaneously, a Negro congressman 
from California, whose campaign 
was financed by numerous Com- 
munist front organizations, and 
whose campaign was endorsed by 
the Communist Party USA, ob- 
tained a seat on the House Armed 
Services Committee. What are the 
names of these Destroyers? Secre- 
tary of Defense Togo West, former 
Representative Patricia Schroeder, 
and Representative Ron Dellums, 
respectively. 

As I said before, collectivists, ni- 
hilists, “liberals,” and “progressives” 
(despite popular beliefs to the con- 
trary) love the military. They know 
that no matter how ultimately de- 
structive of the military their pro- 
posed policies are, apolitical, 
unprincipled and stupidly obedient 
generals will not only implement 
them, but also compel subordinates 
to chant the appropriate slogans. 

So, how to fix basic training (and 
by logical extension the Army writ 
large)? Easy answer, eliminate ev- 
erything now in place. The starting 
point is to fix the officer to enlisted 
ratio at 1::8. That would “downsize” 
the Army by approximately 130,000 
useless slot-holders and staff- 
padders. Good riddance. (Did you 
know that the Army, at today’s 
strength of approximately 490,000, 
has more general officers than it did 
at the height of Roosevelt’s War, 
when its strength was about six mil- 
lion , or over 12 times today’s 
strength?) 

First, eliminate all the bribes, 
bonuses, and “incentives” that lure 
mediocrities, incompetents, 
pragmatizers, and minorities into 
recruiting offices. Shut down the re- 
cruiting school, return current re- 
cruiters to duty, and hire 
hard-bitten, cynical, retired veter- 
ans to run the recruiting stations 
and serve as recruiters. Scrap re- 
cruiting “missions” and stop “sell- 


ing” the Army. And set a single 
immutable standard for enlistment 
(a standard explicitly designed to 
discriminate between “opportunity” 
seekers and potential soldiers). 

Second, eliminate centralized 
basic and advanced individual train- 
ing. Adopt a true regimental sys- 
tem (which would eliminate the 
blatant farce we have now). Allow 
each regiment to run 
a single enlistment 
station, staffed by 
the regiment’s own 
veterans. (Does any- 
body think the 
proud veteran of a 
regiment would al- 
low some backward 
baseball hat wearing, 
baggy clothed, 
droopy-drawered, 
bopping, dapping, 
leg-dragging untied 
sneaker wearer, to 
enlist in his regiment?) Allow the 
non-commissioned officers of the 
regiment to conduct inductee train- 
ing according to the standards of the 
regiment. Eliminate all the puerile 
prohibitions against hazing, physi- 
cal contact, swearing, PT as pun- 
ishment, and “behind the barracks 
counseling.” 

Third, disband DACOWITS 
and give all the parasites who cur- 
rently infect the Army with their 
egalitarian insanity the bum’s rush. 
Zero out all “jobs” Congress 
“opened” for them. Shut down 
“Wellbaby” and “Wellness” welfare 
handouts. Close all military “day 
care” centers. Zero out the budget 
for “women’s health” and breast 
cancer research. Burn all maternity 
“uniforms.” Simultaneously ex- 
punge the regulations of anything 
referring to “equal opportunity,” 
discharge all EO zampolit, and de- 
molish the Defense Equal Oppor- 
tunity Management Institute. 
Identify and purge all homosexuals. 
Discharge all psychiatrists, psy- 
chologists, and sociologists. 

Fourth, and concurrent with a 
true regimental system, establish 
three categories of military service. 
Category one is Regular 20 regi- 
ments, with a period of enlistment 


of 18 years. Category two are Vol- 
unteer regiments, whose periods of 
enlistment are for six years, followed 
by 12 years volunteer (i.e. reserve) 
duty, and whose regimental cadre 
are composed of Regulars. The 
third category is Militia, comprised 
of all “free able bodied... male 
citizen[s] of the respective states, 
resident therein, ...of the age of 
eighteen years and 
under the age of 
forty-five years” 21 
who are responsible 
for their own mili- 
tary grade (contem- 
poraneously, that 
means select fire , 
Mr. Heston) fire- 
arms and accouter- 
ments, “reserving to 
the States respec- 
tively 22 ” their ser- 
vice, including their 
“Appointment of 
the Officers,” 23 but whose “Author- 
ity of training the militia” 24 is sub- 
ject to “the discipline prescribed by 
Congress,” 25 in order that they may 
be conveniently “employed in the 
Service if the United States” 26 in 
time of war. 

Fifth, prohibit married men from 
enlisting in the Regulars. Eliminate 
all concessions for all “dependents” 
in any case. Return to platoon bay 
barracks with common showers and 
“facilities.” Squad Leaders, the Pla- 
toon Sergeant, and the Platoon 
Leader must live in the same bar- 
racks with their troops. Put the rifle 
racks back down the central isle and 
allow soldiers to buy their perma- 
nently assigned rifle at cost when 
they muster out. Give a Regular or 
first term Volunteer one footlocker, 
assign him one wall locker, and per- 
mit him no civilian cloths. Nobody 
leaves post without a pass. Reduce 
annual leave to two weeks, which 
must be taken as “block leave.” Re- 
turn to the six-day work week. 

Sixth, eliminate ROTC. Officer 
candidates should be selected from 
the ranks based on merit after their 
fifth year of service, then assessed 
for either the United States Mili- 
tary Academy (General Staff) or 
OCS (command). Eliminate “up or 


Eliminate all the 
puerile prohibitions 
against hazing, 
physical contact, 
swearing, PT as 
punishment, and 
“behind the barracks 
counseling.” 


Vol. IV, No. 1 


15 


The RESISTER 



IF NOT YOU, WHO? 


Amedca is free and prosperous, 

> / That means it has collectivist enemies, 

foil place oaf oar Life, Liberty, ' 5 - 
||r^§ the Pursmi^^ 

■and ask somejb 
a man and 

Think about it 

:•. v:7 ' ‘: : M.. • • ' ' ..... *& PW? b¥ I KA. ?5^ 4 BftAfflU 


out.” If a private soldier wants to 
remain a private soldier, let him . 
Scrap centralized promotion boards 
and return enlisted promotion au- 
thority to the local commander. 

My favorite recruiting poster ad- 
monishes the reader to “Think 
about it.” So I did. My conclusion 
was to rewrite the recruiting poster 
discussed at the beginning of this 
essay to read: 

“IF NOT YOU, WHO? America 
is free and prosperous. That means 
it has collectivist enemies. What 
value do you place on your Life, 
Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happi- 
ness? Are you going to be a mooch 
and ask somebody else to defend 
you, or are you going to be a man 
and take responsibility for your own 
defense? The Army doesn’t need 
you — you need the Army. Think 
about it. Army. We Don’t Need 
You. (Men only. Not an equal op- 
portunity employer.)” 

Will That Happen? 

D on’t be silly! Of course it 
won’t. The Army was 
bought by collectivists dur- 
ing the mobilization for Roosevelt’s 
War, refinanced by George Marshal 
and Dwight D. Eisenhower, and 
then paid for in full in 1961 when 
Attorney General Robert Kennedy 
and President John Kennedy 
muzzled anti-communism in the 
Army at the behest of “liberal” dar- 
ling, Democrat party financier, la- 
bor union president, and 
Communist Party agitator, Walter 
Reuther. 

Since the early ’60s the Army has 
been subjected to, and has imple- 
mented as trial platform, every con- 
ceivable social experiment that has 
been advanced by “liberals” and 
“progressives” as “a model for 
America.” Eventually, every single 
one of the Army’s “model pro- 
grams” has been “legislated” into the 
“national consciousness” at federal 
gun-point. If you don’t believe that, 
pay strict attention to the “liberal” 
Establishment’s fawning over the 
Army’s “model ‘wellbaby’ and child- 
care programs.” 


The last thing the “liberal” Es- 
tablishment could possibly tolerate 
is a standing army of hardened free- 
men defending their lives, liberties, 
property — and the Constitution 
that ennobles them — for selfish rea- 
sons, against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic, and commanded by 
men — not apolitical Stared syco- 
phants glued to the whims of that 
freak show of “civil rights” agitprop, 
feminist, and homosexual sideshow 
exhibits in Washington D.C.. 


No, the “liberal” Establishment 
needs a standing army (and a thor- 
oughly federal “national guard”) of 
government schooled, dumbed- 
down, stupidly obedient, mercenary 
serfs who care not where, or from 
whom, their bribes originate. 

Well, they’ve got it. They de- 
signed it on purpose. And if you 
value your life, liberty, and property, 
you should be afeared. 

J.F.A. Davidson 
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ENDNOTES 

! In recruiterspeak, “mission” is the num- 
ber of people a single recruiter is tasked to 
enlist each month. Recruiting Command’s 
mission is the number of people it is tasked 
to enlist into the Army each fiscal year. 
2 World War I. The Resister's policy is to 
describe the wars that America has been 
drug into for the sole purpose of expand- 
ing federal controls and collectivizing 
America society by the name of the presi- 
dent who threw away American lives in 
foreign tribal brawls. Thus “World War I” 
is Wilson’s War; “World War II” is 
Roosevelt’s War. 

3 OED 2nd ed., Vol. IV, 4b. [Hereafter: 
OED2, (Volume), (cite)]. 

4 OED2, IV, 4a. 

5 Public (read government) schools. 

6 In the meaning of submitting yourself to 
universal military service. Conscription “has 
become a general term for methods of com- 
pulsory enlistment; but, technically, as dis- 
tinguished from universal military service, 
it implies the enrollment by lot of a fixed 
number of those liable for service, with the 
option given of procuring a substitute.” 
(OED2, III, 4.) In the meaning of draft; 
“ spec. (esp. in U.S.), selective conscription.” 
“‘Captain X’ Our First Half Million 20 Cer- 
tain newspapers in discussing the draft... 
used an unfortunate word. It was ‘conscript’ 
(OED2, VI, 2. a. 1918). 

7 OED2, XVII, B. Signification. 

8 OED2, X, 4. 

9 ibid. 2. 

10 Who knows? Someday you may have the 
“service option” of being sacrifice for fly- 
blown savages in Africa, or sacrifice to 
clean-up after urban savages in America. 
Please note that my favorite recruiting 
poster is entirely consistent with General 
Colin Powell’s (Ret.) obscene notion that 
the competent, industrious, and productive 
must volunteer to clean-up after the inevi- 
table mess left by the incompetent, sloth- 
ful, and unproductive. He, and every other 
self-debaser, contends that by virtue of liv- 
ing in this “democracy,” it is our “obliga- 
tion” and “duty,” don’t you know, to present 
ourselves willingly for servitude. Personally, 
given a choice, I’d take the “service option” 
that comes with a rifle. 
n The manipulation of statistics for the ex- 
pressed purpose of misleading is known as 
“statisticulation.” See: Darrell Huff. How 
to Lie With Statistics. (New York, W.W. 
Norton Company, Inc. 1954; reissued 
1993. (Reviewed in The Resister, Vol. Ill, 
No. 4). 

12 Richard J. Herrnsein and Charles Murray. 
The Bell Curve. (New York, Free Press, 
1994) p.607. 

13 ibid, p.608. 
l4 ibid. p.607. 

15 One source at HQRecruiting Command, 
when queried about the racial, ethnic, and 


gender statistical break down of AFQT 
scores for fiscal year ’97, responded, “Don’t 
go there!” 

16 Two recruiting districts are allocated the 
majority of Category IV recruits — Los 
Angeles and Miami. 

17 op. cit. p.279. 

18 See: The Resister, Vol. Ill, No. 4, “Reform 
the Army: End Equal Opportunity.” 
19 Carol Maicki, Defense Advisory Com- 
mittee on Women in the Services, (they 
always work in committees, don’t they?), 
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tember 1997 DACOWITS meeting. 
20 The standing army. 
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HORROR QUOTES 

by 

D. van Oort 


O 


If The Resister began issuing a lead 
die-cast Horror Quotes Award to 
the imbecile who most plainly ut- 
tered, “A is non-A,” thus distin- 
guishing himself most fit to start off 
the list, this issue’s award would go 
to Major William Bailey, Fort 
Bragg, North Carolina, for the in- 
tellectual maggot- food you will read 
immediately below. But, perhaps it’s 
best we do not issue such awards. 
The temptation to “airmail” them 
might just prove too great. 

My grandfather came to this coun- 
try from Scotland ... after the Civil 
War ended.... However , even though 
I have never owned a slave , nor has 
anyone in my family , I still recognize 
my personal complicity in the effects of 
that horrible system which considered 
people as nothing more than property. 

Major William E. Bailey, Fort 
Bragg, NC, in a 12 July 1997 opin- 
ion piece in the Fayetteville Ob- 
server-Times. 

T his issue’s theme is nihilism 
vs. justice, and Major 
Bailey’s “A is non-A” con- 
cerns guilt. That concern isn’t 
whether Major Bailey is saying that 
non-guilt equals guilt. The fact that 
he described non-guilt and called it 
guilt reveals that what he was say- 
ing was obvious even to his own at- 
rophied consciousness. And that 
concern isn’t whether he actually 
believes what he said, or was sim- 
ply pandering to the shrieking bio- 
mass of sub-sapients who do believe 
it. Either way, he considers it valid. 

My ultimate concern here is that 
a man can, with a straight-face, pro- 
nounce that kind of self-contradic- 
tion for the expressed purpose of 
destroying the innocent because 
they are innocent, and because he 


knows it. (A word to the wise: You 
should also have grave concern that 
such a purpose emanates from a 
U.S. Army field grade officer; but 
you should be doubly concerned 
that he was spouting the Army’s EO 
party line.) 

Such willful destruction is nihil- 
ism, just as nihilism is willful de- 
struction. Particularly the 
destruction of value, solely for the 
sake of destroying value. Not to 
erect anything from the rubble, but 
simply to create that pile of rubble 
where once stood 
something better. 

To hate the good for 
being good, and to 
hate existence be- 
cause it exists. Ni- 
hilism may or may 
not have been the 
end Major Bailey 
was seeking, but it 
surely is the end he 
was serving. 

Consider what it 
means to be inno- 
cent of having 
owned slaves. It means that for 
whatever reason, the people a man 
would have otherwise enslaved are 
free. Which means that those free- 
men may exercise the virtues re- 
quired of sapient beings in the 
pursuit of the values required to live 
— and want to. Moreover, it means 
that the innocent man, the non- 
slaveholder, is also free: he does not 
try to negate reality by making him- 
self dependent upon others, nor 
does he destroy them by physically 
forcing them to be dependent upon 
his mercy. He thereby (at least on 
this one issue) is fit to live, to exer- 
cise virtues, to pursue values, and 
perhaps to achieve happiness. To be 
innocent of enslaving others is to 
have not destroyed their liberty or 


one’s own moral virtue. Moreover, 
it is to not require tribulations and 
punishments, but to leave everyone 
free of them as well. In short, for 
every crime not committed, there 
are up to several lifetimes worth of 
value to be potentially gained. 

It becomes now more clear what 
nihilists are destroying when they 
attempt to destroy the innocent. 
Because they crave destruction of 
value more than anything else (ni- 
hilists cannot tolerate the existence 
of anything good, for reasons that 
are psychopathological and beyond 
the scope of this publication), the 
merest possibility of an innocent 
person exercising virtue, attaining 
values, and achieving happiness, fills 
them with a kind of twisted rage. 
Nihilists are vandals of the psyche, 
spraying graffiti on the canvas of a 
man’s soul, and 
throwing feces at his 
self-esteem in hopes 
their victim will join 
them in doing so. 
And Major Bailey 
did. 

If the effects of 
Major Bailey’s self- 
treason stopped only 
at him, we could 
happily chalk him 
up to evolution in 
action, and move on. 
However, in his at- 
tempts to validate nihilism, he 
grants a pseudo-validity to any hor- 
ror that any nihilist can dream of, 
or has dreamt of in the past. Notice 
that as a result of Major Bailey’s as- 
sessment of his own skin pigmen- 
tation, and his desire to hop onto 
the nearest sacrificial pyre to pay for 
it, that he has now made himself 
nothing more than property in a 
twisted relapse back to “that hor- 
rible system,” thereby confessing 
that he can find no alternative to it. 
After all, he has pronounced his 
non-guilt as proof of his guilt, and 
then turned himself over to any ni- 
hilist who wishes to bring him to 
«• • » 
justice. 

And, however unintentioned, 
there is justice in that. Not in the 


It is the natural 
working of reality that 
A is A, that things, 
people and actions 
have a nature, and 
therefore will be 
treated by the universe 
accordingly. 
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nihilism, but in the self-treason re- 
quired to willfully make yourself a 
nihilists’ victim. In that sense, it is 
right that Major Bailey throws him- 
self to the mob. It is right that self- 
betrayal brings to a man his own 
destruction. It is right that if he has 
enemies because he is innocent, and 
knowingly placing himself in those 
enemies’ hands, that they gleefully 
tear him apart because he is inno- 
cent. It is right that if Major Bailey 
admits to crimes he did not com- 
mit, that he suffer for the crime of 
self-treason — which he did com- 
mit. In the long run, he’ll get what 
he asks for. And that is right. That 
is justice. 

It is the natural working of real- 
ity that A is A, that things, people 
and actions have a nature, and 
therefore will be treated by the uni- 
verse accordingly. Major Bailey 
should suffer whatever his new 
owners — his punishers — care to 
subject him to. He should suffer 
because he will assist them. He will 
assist them because he has prom- 
ised, whether for show or for real, 
that he will serve them well as his 
own torturer. 

And it is justice that Major Bailey 
thereby saves us any further trouble 
of doing it for him. 


Montgomery , a social worker who 
heads the St. Paul Board of Education, 
recited from a long list of offensive be- 
haviors that were reported by educa- 
tors in six workshops that were held 
around the state: slamming girls 
against lockers , cutting crotches out of 
swimsuits , teasing about body devel- 
opment, using offensive names such as 
“chick” and “stud, ” using pornographic 
software in computers and snapping 
girls' bras. They also included sexual 
assaults and affairs involving both 
students and teachers. 

Article: “Panel OKs Bill to 
Teach Kids Antiviolence,” Minne- 
apolis Star Tribune , 1992. 

I f justice is the treatment of A as 
A, without evasion or mercy, 
and nihilism is destruction for 
the sake of destruction, then where 
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is the justice in that Star Tribune 
quote, and where is the nihilism? 
The answer is that there is no jus- 
tice in it whatsoever, because nihil- 
ists willfully attempt to destroy 
justice wherever it might otherwise 
be found. (Justice, after all, exists, 
and is of immense value to the vir- 
tuous in pursuing happiness.) 

Let’s tally some things up. Pre- 
suming the Star 
Tribune means 
“affairs [be- 
tween] students 
and teachers [be- 
cause no other 
kind is any of our 
damned busi- 
ness],” then that 
is the type of vio- 
lation of trust, 
abuse of author- 
ity, and outright 
sexual predation 
that ought to re- 
sult in the adult 
spending his next 
few decades in 
prison, if he lives 
to make it there. (It would be the 
result, in a culture not run by nihil- 
ists.) 

Presuming the Star Tribune 
means “sexual assault [forced geni- 
tal contact that stops short of pen- 
etration],” then it is roughly 
equivalent to the physical assault of 
slamming an innocent girl against 
a locker. Either act is such an un- 
manly and cowardly initiation of 
force that it should land the aggres- 
sor on the floor as a bloody heap in 
dire need of emergency surgery. (It 
would, in a culture not run by ni- 
hilists.) 

Snapping a girl’s bra (presumably 
without permission) is a less seri- 
ous assault that should land the ag- 
gressor on the floor as a bloody heap 
with the warning that next time he 
will be in dire need of emergency 
surgery. (It would, in a culture not 
run by nihilists.) 

Cutting up other people’s swim- 
suits is vandalism and should land 
the vandal on the floor as a bloody 
heap with his pockets emptied to 
pay for what he has destroyed. (It 


would, in a culture not run by ni- 
hilists.) 

Presuming the Star Tribune 
means “[uninvited] teasing about 
body development,” then that is a 
kind of boorish behavior that as- 
cribes moral significance to factors 
outside of the victim’s control, and 
therefore as a willful but verbal at- 
tempt to create injustice for the vic- 
tim, should land 
the jackass on the 
floor with a 
busted lip. (It 
would, in a cul- 
ture not run by 
nihilists.) 

Presuming the 
Star Tribune 
means “using 
pornographic 
software [in the 
school’s comput- 
ers],” then that is 
the kind of 
breach of (im- 
plicit) contract 
that ought to 
land the breacher 
in the principal’s office where he is 
lectured on property rights, and on 
the fact that he has none in regards 
to property not his own. (It would, 
in a culture not run by nihilists.) 

“Chick” and “stud” are terms of 
speech (technically, regardless of the 
level of thought of any particular 
speaker), used respectively as an al- 
ternative for “female” and a boast- 
ful reference to masculine attributes 
and abilities. At most, it ought to 
result in the speaker being told to 
shut up and pay attention to the 
math lesson. (Note that in a culture 
run by nihilists, crime is forgivable, 
but speech which unapologetically 
identifies things is not.) 

Remember that all of those are 
equally considered “offensive.” If 
the St. Paul Board of Education had 
cared one whit to distinguish be- 
tween the truly offensive nature of 
a cowardly physical assault and the 
“offensive” nature of a proud refer- 
ence to (proclaimed) masculinity, 
there was no mention of such a dis- 
tinction anywhere in the article. 
This was no accident: Somebody 
wanted there to be no such distinc- 


By thereby treating the 
initiation of force and 
masculine pride as 
equivalent, somebody has 
re-infected the world with 
the unthinkably nihilistic 
feminist anti-statement 
that “all sex is rape,” only 
this time with a new twist: 
“All sex, and references to 
sexual identity, is rape.” 
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tion mentioned. By thereby treat- 
ing the initiation of force and mas- 
culine pride as equivalent, 
somebody has re-infected the world 
with the unthinkably nihilistic 
feminist anti-statement that “all sex 
is rape,” only this time with a new 
twist: “All sex, and references to 
sexual identity, is rape.” 

Which is a blatant attack on 
identity per se; which is an attack 
on reality. It is the confessed hatred 
of existence simply because it exists. 
To call it “offensive” when a young 
man recognizes that he and his 
peers are or are soon to be men, is 
to call it undesirable that those 
young men have a specific nature 
and the minds to comprehend it to 
whatever addled degree they can. 

What could be more destructive 
of one’s mind or more blatantly ni- 
hilistic than that? What could be a 
wotse attempt to drive the recogni- 
tion that A is A — justice — from the 
interactions of human beings? To 
take exactly that same nihilism and 
extend it to adults; as the next quote 
illustrates. 


What do you do if you are running 
in formation during morn ing physi- 
cal training and the person behindyou 
makes the comment , “/ like what's 
shaking in front of me. ” Is this a form 
of sexual harassment ? If you think so 
What do you do? 

Answer: If that comment is di- 
rected at you and you find it inappro- 
priate, trjtn it is sexual harassment. 

From Paraglide , 22 May 1997. 

I n the foul sewer of the feminist 
“mind,” it isn’t enough that jus- 
tice (treating A as A) is forbid- 
den on a metaphysical level (the 
branch of philosophy pertaining to 
the nature of existence), where a 
word is supposed to be the equiva- 
lent of a physical assault. It isn’t 
enough because no one with a mind 
that is remotely intact would believe 
that a word is an assault. The femi- 
nist-nihilists’ solution to this prob- 
lem is simple: Prevent there being 
any such thing as a mind that is in- 
tact. 


If I rhetorically ask at this point 
what a “mind” is, the nihilists’ 
methodology becomes much more 
clear to anyone who holds the right 
premises. At a metaphysical level, 
existence exists. Things are. And 
because they are, they are some- 
thing. They exist with a specific 
identity (or “nature”). To exist is to 
have identity. And if you are able 
to consider that statement even 
clumsily, then you have conscious- 
ness. Consciousness is the faculty 
with the identity of being able to 
perceive existence. To exist is to 
have identity, and to 
be conscious is to 
identify. One’s mind 
is simply the me- 
dium by which this 
identification takes 
place. An “intact” 
mind is one which is 
undamaged so that 
such identification 
can take place. 

Nihilists cannot 
tolerate identifica- 
tion. Identification 
is something nihilists must destroy 
because it is a capacity that exists, is 
of value, and can be used in the pur- 
suit of happiness. They must de- 
stroy your mind because your mind, 
in turn, can destroy the nihilists’ 
ability to destroy you. Do nihilists, 
or do they not, want you to identify 
“sexual harassment”? They do not, 
and they say so explicitly. 

If “sexual harassment” was iden- 
tified, then it could only be said to 
exist when it does exist, not merely 
when some female “feels” it exists, 
regardless of whether she “felt” “ha- 
rassed” under the same circum- 
stances at any other time. If “sexual 
harassment” was identified, then it 
could be proven when it existed, or 
disproven when it did not. In either 
case the standard of proof would be 
the known facts of reality; things 
with identity to which conscious- 
ness (meaning mind, meaning 
thought) refers when making judg- 
ments. That is the evolutionary pur- 
pose and the sole valid function of 
consciousness — of a mind that is 
intact. But identification of reality 
is the one mental function which 


feminist-nihilist throwbacks do not 
want exercised by anybody. 

What do they want in its place? 
A function which a mind can only 
perform in those minutes or life- 
times when it is not intact: the func- 
tion of creating phantasmagoria 
intended to usurp reality. Phantas- 
magoria such as “feelings at the mo- 
ment,” which are to usurp without 
question any of the facts at hand. 
Phantasmagoria such as your own 
feelings at the moment, which 
usurp without question any of the 
feelings of the defendant who said 
whatever you didn’t 
like. Remember that 
Paraglide’s words — 
and Army policy — 
are, “If... you find it 
inappropriate, then 
it is sexual harass- 
ment.” [Emphasis 
added.] By what 
standard? It doesn’t 
matter. She can 
simply invent any 
she likes. Her ‘ratio- 
nale’ won’t even be 
questioned, but her conclusion will 
be law. 

These phantasms, and all others 
like them, are contrived alternate 
sources of “judgment” and motive 
for action (what feminists call 
“women’s ways of knowing”). The 
phantasmagoria of “feelings” are to 
be consulted in place of any facts of 
reality which might be brought to 
bear, and their alleged validity must 
never be questioned. 

Every reader of this column — 
you who agree, you who don’t, you 
who are just seeing what we are 
about, and you who are monitoring 
us on behalf of whatever govern- 
ment agency — every single one of 
you should think about this for a 
moment: If a woman (or a man or a 
child) creates phantasmagoria 
which she consults in place of real- 
ity, and if she relies upon them as 
any kind of source of judgment and 
action, she will obviously be unable 
to assess reality; and as a result, she 
will obviously be unable to function 
within it. If her testimony before an 
Army equal opportunity inquisition 
relies upon her phantasmagoria as 


...identification of 
reality is the one 
mental function which 
feminist-nihilist 
throwbacks do not 
want exercised by 
anybody. 
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her “way of knowing,” in such a 
situation, her word will be law. But 
if she sits in front of a psychiatrist, 
relying on her phantasmagoria as 
her “way of knowing,” she will be 
clinically listed as schizophrenic; 
and if the actions she takes based 
on her phantasmagorical sources of 
judgment bring harm to others, in- 
cluding jeopardizing their careers, 
she can be committed as danger- 
ously insane! 

Think about that. And realize it’s 
the naked essence and final result 
of what I mean by destruction of the 
mind, of the faculty whose evolu- 
tionary purpose and only proper 
function is to perceive reality. But 
enshrining insanity is not the full 
extent of nihilism demonstrated by 
Paraglide. It gets even worse with 
the demand that the insane be given 
unquestioned control over those 
around them. Literally: Nihilists 
want the inmates to run the asylum. 
Such nihilists serve double-duty as 
insane and as enablers for others of 
their kind. Just as the enabler of an 
alcoholic is anybody in his proxim- 
ity who rationalizes away his drink- 
ing, the philosophical enabler of a 
nihilist is the witch-doctor who 
proclaims that life is absurd, that 
values are unachievable, and that 
happiness is unobtainable. Some 
gyno-tribalist in the witch-doctor’s 
herd then decides that it must be 
just hunky-dory to make it her life’s 
mission to flush innocent human 
beings down her feminist toilet and 
into the lowest bowels of nadir. 

It is my contention that a Review 
Board, with assistance from trained 
psychologists whose normal work 
takes place outside the military 
womb, should closely examine how 
it is that schizophrenics attain po- 
sitions within the military as Equal 
Opportunity zampolit. 

If [our soldiers] read this , they'll 
start thinking about these things. 

Lieutenant General James T. 
Scott, former commanding general, 
US Army Special Operations Com- 
mand, to his command group, prior 
to launching The Witch Hunt for 
The Resister in 1995 (which he de- 


nied publicly; in other words, lied 
about). 

I f the alternatives for soldiers are 
thoughtful consideration of the 
roles they are assigned, as well 
as the reason for them, versus blind 
schizophrenia in service to nihilism, 
then consider very carefully which 
of them Lieutenant General Scott 
stands for, and what type of mili- 
tary you serve given that his kind is 
setting its course. 

As the world's only superpower , the 
United States must shoulder such re- 
sponsibilities simply because no one else 
is capable of doing it. It is a moral duty ; 
there is no higher calling than that of 
peacemaker or peacekeeper. 

From an unsigned editorial by 
the editorial collective of the 
Fayetteville Observer-Times, 25 July, 
1997, enthusing over 3d Special 
Forces Group (Airborne) training 
of African militaries for the Afri- 
can Crisis Response Initiative (a 
United Nations “initiative.”) 

C onsider the meaning of the 
Observer-Times quote just 
by itself. The stated premise 
is: peacemaking and peacekeeping 
is a moral duty for those who are 
capable of it. 

But if one is honest enough, one 
will realize that their 
stated premise is just 
a deliberately vague 
way of hinting at 
what they dare not 
say outright: That 
“saving” fly-ridden 
primitives and 
genocidal tribalists 
from their own willful vices and 
proven unfitness to live is more im- 
portant than the rights to life and 
pursuit of happiness exercised by 
those who are virtuous humans 
making good and peaceful use of 
their evolutionary adaptations and 
niche. 

Now, consider the meaning of 
that; id est, those who are demon- 
strably unfit to live are to be artifi- 
cially spared from the just result of 
their unfitness. Those who are de- 


manded to spare them are to be en- 
slaved for that purpose, if need be, 
because “no higher calling,” includ- 
ing that of an innocent individual’s 
pursuit of his own happiness, is to 
be regarded as more important. The 
good, the right, the successful, and 
the winners are to be enslaved to the 
vices of the bad, the wrong, the fail- 
ures, and the losers. 

And the nihilists who make up 
the Fayetteville Observer-Times edi- 
torial collective know it, perhaps 
every bit as well as The Resister does. 
They and we both know that 
“peacekeeping” is not necessary be- 
tween England and France, where 
people are mostly civilized. They 
and we both know that it is needed 
in Bosnia. It is needed in Africa. It 
is needed on dirty little islands run 
by transplanted Africans. They and 
we both know that the US Army is 
expected to sacrifice our lives be- 
cause we are fit to live, and that sav- 
ages are to collect our sacrifice 
because they are not. 

The Fayetteville Observer-Times 
and The Resister both know that 
such an obscenity is the punishment 
of those who achieve values pre- 
cisely because they have achieved 
values. They and we both know that 
it is nothing less than the enslave- 
ment of the virtuous precisely be- 
cause they have been virtuous. They 
and we both know that they wish 
the self-destruction 
of the successful pre- 
cisely because we 
have been successful 
(which is why the 
United Nations 
looks only to the 
most successful — 
America — to find 
their “peace” slaves). 

The Fayetteville Observer-Times 
and The Resister both know that it 
is not the genocidal savages who are 
to be prohibited from shooting, but 
the soldiers of civilized countries 
who are to be prohibited from 
shooting back. They and we both 
know that such an unthinkably evil 
inversion defines no examples and 
makes no precedent that could be 
learned from by savages, even if they 
were to embark on a rightful quest 


...a peac ^.-keeper is the 
only solution for those 
expected to remain 
barbaric and savage. 
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to understand justice and become 
civilized. They and we both know 
that if a peace- maker is the only so- 
lution for barbarism and savagery, 
then a peace- keeper is the only so- 
lution for those expected to remain 
barbaric and savage. 

The Fayetteville Observer-Times 
and The Resister both know — but 
only The Resister will say — that what 
the United Nations and the US 
State Department seeks is not to 
achieve anything good, but only to 
destroy the good for the sake of de- 
stroying it. 

Remind yourself, and anyone else 
who needs reminding, that that is 
the “cause” for which your parents 
are extorted to pay “taxes,” for which 
your son is expected to die, and 
which is supposed to be the “moral 
duty” constituting a “higher calling” 
than their lives, liberties, or pursuit 
of happiness, or as a soldier, your 
own. 

And if those foregoing facts do 
not bother the people who come to 
understand them, then they are the 
type of persons fit to be a “peace- 
maker” or “peacekeeper.” 


We say a nice home and lots of 
money are symbols of success . But to 
Indians , it is the other way around: 
Success isn 't what you have , it's what 
you've given away. The most revered 
member of the tribe may be the poor- 
est, beca use gi v in g away in creases you r 
stature. We should place greater value 
on what we contribute to society rather 
than what we accumulate. 

Sen. Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
(R - CO), 104th Congress 

W e’ve seen a scratch on the 
surface of what nihilism 
means in the military, 
and we’ve seen how some nihilists 
seek to enslave our military and the 
citizenry that funds it for the sake 
of failure abroad. The next rung 
down is to promote that same kind 
of failure domestically among we 
the people. To see this most clearly, 
begin by considering that if justice 
is still the treatment of A as A, with- 
out evasion or mercy, then what 
must be the meaning of a nice home 
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and money being symbols of suc- 
cess? 

The meaning is that a man’s 
mind has fulfilled its evolutionary 
purpose: that of being his particu- 
lar adaptation which allows him to 
live. The meaning is that his pri- 
mary virtue, his willful use of his 
mind, has been exercised well, as 
have many of the secondary virtues 
such as hard work ___ 

and productivity. 

The meaning is that 
he has used his mind 
and exercised his 
virtues in the suc- 
cessful pursuit of 
that which he claims 
to be his values. And 
the meaning of that, 
if his claim about 
what his values are is 
true, is that he has 
achieved at least 
some measure of 
happiness. No, he 
did not buy happi- 
ness with his money; 
he bought happiness 
with the same vir- 
tues and sweat with 
which he also earned his money. 

- Those virtues and sweat are the 
requirements of productivity. His 
nice home and money show that he 
has been productive. Indeed, unless 
he is a criminal (who could never 
maintain a nice home or stack of 
money even if lucky enough to 
briefly have control over them), ev- 
erything this man has is what was 
“given away” to him by his custom- 
ers in voluntary trade for what he 
in turn “gave away” to them. Every 
product or service bought from him 
by anybody, including the very 
worst communists or nihilists, is a 
confession on their part (and out- 
right proof) that such a man does 
indeed “contribute to society.” He 
contributes the best he has to offer: 
the products of his mind, his vir- 
tues and his sweat. 

And those are the standards he 
expects of others. He doesn’t care 
to foster and reward the worst, the 
stupid, the vicious, or the lazy, by 
“giving away” to them. A man can 
“give” to anybody, but can only sell 


But what about the 
workings of nihilism, 
which is destruction 
for the sake of 
destruction? What 
does it mean when an 
evolutionary, moral 
and social success is 
criticized and brought 
down for his mind, 
virtues, sweat — and 
success? 


to those who have something to of- 
fer in return. The virtuous man re- 
wards virtue in others by trading 
with them, and they reward him in 
exactly the same manner. Each re- 
sponds to the best in the other, each 
rewards the other, and each makes 
himself and the other stronger. 
That, too, is how he “contributes to 
society.” And it is through those 
contributions that 
he acquires a nice 
home and lots of 
money. 

When it comes 
down to fundamen- 
tals, his success is 
that of an individual 
member of a par- 
ticular species which 
was born on a re- 
mote planet in an 
outer arm of an av- 
erage spiral galaxy 
buried in a cluster of 
others like it. He did 
exactly what he, as a 
lifeform, is supposed 
to do: He lived suc- 
_______ cessfully. It is a 

stark, unmitigated, 
and politically incorrect fact that 
such a man is an evolutionary suc- 
cess of the kind that most members 
of most species, and many species 
in earth’s history (including all of 
those labeled “endangered”) are not 
. He walked up to reality and carved 
from it’s heart the nice home and 
the money that he properly enjoys. 
Those things are not the “symbols” 
of his virtues and success; they are 
the results. It is right that he have 
them. It is A acting as A. It is jus- 
tice. That is the meaning of a nice 
home and money being “symbols” 
of success. 

But what about the workings of 
nihilism, which is destruction for 
the sake of destruction? What does 
it mean when an evolutionary, 
moral and social success is criticized 
and brought down for his mind, vir- 
tues, sweat — and success? 

It means that the nihilist’s 
“mind” is not fulfilling its evolution- 
ary purpose, not charting its values 
and the virtues needed to attain 
them, and that it has no bearing on 
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the pursuit of happiness, but only 
on the pursuit of misery. It means 
that the nihilist has achieved at least 
some measure of it, and he did not 
buy it with his poverty. He bought 
his misery with the same vices and 
laziness with which he also earned 
his poverty. 

The nihilist’s vices and laziness 
are the requirements of worthless- 
ness. Anything the nihilist has is 
likely to have been “given” to him 
by others, not in trade, but through 
the extortion of those who have bet- 
ter things to do than “trade” some- 
thing for nothing (nothing being all 
a nihilist has to offer in return). 
“Without force I taxation,” commu- 
nists and nihilists say, “nobody 
would pay taxes for social pro- 
grams.” (Damned straight!) A ni- 
hilist does not contribute to society. 
He seeks only ;o destroy it through 
the worst he has to offer: the twisted 
nightmares of his dilapidated mind, 
his vices, and his laziness. 

And those are the standards he 
expects of others. He cares only to 
foster and reward the worst by such 
things as “giving away” to them, and 
always by giving away what was not 
his in the first place. The vicious 
man rewards vice in others by mak- 
ing honest, rewarding trade impos- 
sible. The nihilist and his free-lunch 
followers make each other weaker, 
and then demand more sacrificial 
offerings from more innocent vic- 
tims to keep them alive, so they can 
continue the destruction they “con- 
tribute” to society. It is through 
those “contributions” that they ac- 
quire misery and poverty for them- 
selves and for everybody else who 
would rather obey them than kill 
them. 

When it comes down to funda- 
mentals, a nihilist is a failure, do- 
ing exactly what he, as a lifeform, is 
not supposed to do: Live wrongly. 
Such a piece of biological detritus 
would be an evolutionary freak if he 
could blame his genes for his con- 
dition. But he cannot, for his genes 
allow him freewill, but do not or- 
dain the course he takes thereafter. 
His backward attempt at life-via- 
destruction is a plea to some more 
successful lifeform to bring about 
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his extinction (and the sooner the 
better). 

Were we morally able to answer 
such a plea from someone who has 
not first initiated force or fraud, we 
would be happy to do so just to rid 
a rather nice universe of the human 
vermin that lurk under rocks within 
it. Such an end would be the result 
of that vermin’s willful vices, cho- 
sen failure, and much-beloved de- 
struction. It is right that the nihilist 
who lives by destruction, should die 
by being hunted down and de- 
stroyed. It would be the treating of 
A as A. It would be justice. 

Now consider the statements 
made by Mr. _______ 

Nighthorse. “Suc- 
cess isn’t what you 
have, it’s what 
you’ve given away. 

The most revered 
member of the tribe 
may be the poor- 
est.” Because he is 
very clear that he 
means “given away” 
and not “traded 


What made Europeans 
more fit to live (and 
therefore to conquer) 
wasn’t their skin color, 
but the simple fact that 
they adhered (however 
imperfectly), to higher 


Which is exactly what happened 
over a century ago when just such 
superior lifeforms encountered his 
tribe after crossing an ocean his an- 
cestors had never heard of (and cer- 
tainly couldn’t have figured out how 
to navigate) during untold thou- 
sands of years of having this conti- 
nent, and all of its vast untapped 
resources, to themselves and their 
peers. What made Europeans more 
fit to live (and therefore to conquer) 
wasn’t their skin color, but the 
simple fact that they adhered (how- 
ever imperfectly), to higher stan- 
dards more befitting of life in the 
universe than any Indian of the day, 
______ many Indians 

since, or any nihil- 
ist anywhere in 
space-time has 
ever cared to attain 
— or ever will. 

And that, too, 
(subjugating sav- 
ages and conquer- 
ing a continent) is 
A being A. That 
too, is justice. It is 


away,” his standard standards more befitting: J ustice regardless of 


of success is how 
successfully you fail 
at acquiring the 
things you need to 
live in the universe. 

His standard of 
value is how close 
to death you allow 
yourself to remain. 

His standard of vir- 
tue is how little of 
it you require of 
yourself and those you “give away” 
to. His standard of happiness is how 
thoroughly you renounce any 
method of achieving it. His pre- 
ferred approach to living as a suc- 
cessful creature is to denounce 
success. 

Meanwhile, the actual require- 
ments of living in the universe have 
not changed. So consider that ac- 
cording to Mr. Nighthorse’s own 
standards, his chosen ecological 
niche is that of the evolutionary 
loser who will be deservedly swept 
aside by any other lifeform more fit 
to live. 


of life in the universe 
than any Indian of the 
day, many Indians since, 
or any nihilist anywhere 
in space-time has ever 
cared to attain — or ever 
will. 


the chosen 

lifestyles of dirt- 
worshipping 
primitives, who 
willfully aban- 
doned their right- 
ful ecological niche 
as sapient humans 
for the mindless 
niche of the ani- 
mals they were 
“ — — " then treated as. It 

is justice regardless of the pro- 
nouncements of life-hating nihilists 
who’s closest thing to the pursuit of 
happiness is the temporary glee they 
find in destroying it. 

So let there be no misunder- 
standing. In one fashion or another, 
justice will sneak up on the nihilists 
even as they are so hell-bent to de- 
stroy it, and reality will grind primi- 
tives under heel. It would be a 
beautiful thing, a spectacle fit for the 
enjoyed viewing of those who per- 
mit themselves to understand it, if 
the existence of primitivism and ni- 
hilism weren’t so damned ugly and 
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hideously unnecessary in the first 
place. 


The United States has less than 5 
percent of the world's people, enjoys 22 
percent of the world's wealth , but emits 
more than 25 percent of the world's 
greenhouse gases. We must begin now 
to take out our insurance policy on the 
future. 

President William Jefferson 
Clinton, at a speech given to the 
National Geographic Society, 
Washington, D.C., 22 October, 
1997 

S peeches made by US Presi- 
dents are very carefully crafted, 
and they certainly should be. 
Off-the-cuff remarks are not appro- 
priate when one is the single most 
powerful man on the planet speak- 
ing to an audience about his in- 
tended use of that power. Teams of 
experts weigh each word very care- 
fully for its impact, and no word in 
such a speech is accidental. 

This is even more true when 
some of those statements are pur- 
posefully designed to be a 
soundbyte, a single-breath summary 
of the President’s entire position on 
an issue. This particular soundbyte 
ran twice in a row on Bloomberg 
“Informational” Television when I 
heard it. How many times did it run 
when you heard it? We’ve all heard 
it. We were supposed to; again and 
again. It was designed to start off 
as a soundbyte, and thereafter to 
become a mantra. A verbal poster 
of Big Brother to hang in your mind 
so you can find it whenever you 
need comforting. 

So, we can rest fitful that Presi- 
dent Clinton means every word and 
every implication in that mantra, 
and that he means for them to be 
believed. He cannot weasel out from 
under the boom that is about to be 
lowered on him here. 

Bill Clinton’s words are not 
about pollution. They are a series 
of images that his team of experts 
deliberately strung together to make 
you feel indignant. To make you 
want to hang Big Brother in your 




mind as the cure. Bill Clinton’s 
statements are about inequality . 

That is why they cite percentages 
in an escalating scale. You are sup- 
posed to feel indignant about how 
disproportionate those percentages 
conclude: Five percent of people 
have twenty-two percent of wealth 
and emit twenty-five percent of 
“greenhouse gasses.” 

Clinton’s primary concern — in- 
sofar as what is necessary to the 
structure of a man- - 


tra — isn’t that we 

emit those alleged So who are these 

pollutants. If that polluting thieves we are 
was all he meant his 1 ° 

words would be supposed to scream at 

confined to that, during OUr Two Minutes certainly irrel- 

evant to any rational 


pursing happiness through his pro- 
duction. Not to mention the fact 
that if he produces more, he be- 
comes wealtier. 

What’s that got to do with the 
problem of pollutants? Bill Clinton 
brought it up, so ask him. (Of 
course, I’ll have to tell you because 
he won’t. But one of his pretended 
opposition who can address him 
directly really ought to ask. Just to 
put him on the spot. Just to find out 
■how he proposes to 
destroy America.) 
The fact that 
Americans have 22 
percent of the total 
wealth in the world 


(For refutation of 
words which are 
confined to that, see 
Trashing The Planet 
by Dixy Lee Ray, or 
Rational Readings on 
Environmental Con- 
cerns edited by Jay 
Lehr.) His primary 


Hate? They are the 
disproportionate. They 
are those who are not 
among the ninety-five 
percent of “the world’s” 

underachievers and 

concern isn’t that we feilures Th are the top begin with, it was 
emit more or them J * ahnnt inemislifv 

five percent. They are 
you and I. They are we 
who dare to achieve. 


undertaking to stop 
pollution. But it’s 
inclusion was not 
accidenta — nothing 
in a presidentially- 
delivered mantra is. 
His mantra wasn’t 
about pollution to 


ore than yy^o dare to be unequal. 1 T : the United 

States has less than 


emit more of them 
than anyone else. 

He says very plainly 
that the rest of the 
world emits three 
times m 

America. 

Bill Clinton’s 

primary concern is that we emit 
more than anyone else — per capita. 
He doesn’t like that. You’re not sup- 
posed to either. 

But think about it for a moment. 
If we emit more pollutants per in- 
dividual, a reasonable conclusion is 
that we produce more. What’s not 
to like about that? Plenty, if one is 
a nihilist at war with his ecological 
niche in the universe. The fact that 
it is production instead of destruc- 
tion; the fact that production is the 
result of virtues and sweat; the fact 
that those virtues and sweat are 
driven by a willful mind; and the 
fact that such a mind exists. More- 
over, the fact that such a mind has 
defined for itself a set of values; the 
fact that values exist; the fact that 
the man with that mind is achiev- 
ing them; and the fact that he is 


about inequality. 

Consider the im- 
agery used to con- 
jure indignation 
about that inequal- 


five percent of the 
world’s people, [but] enjoys twenty- 
two percent of the world’s wealth.” 
Although he admits in his own 
statements that we produce more, 
he and his team of experts (always 
very careful about what they say to 
the masses and what they don’t) 
made very certain to not say that we 
have earned that twenty-two per- 
cent. They said that we merely “en- 
joy” it. And they opted to not 
describe that twenty- two percent as 
the percent of total wealth in the 
world. They deliberately called it 
“the world's wealth.” [Emphasis 
added.] 

So who are these polluting 
thieves we are supposed to scream 
at during our Two Minutes of 
Hate? They are the disproportion- 
ate. They are those who are not 
among the ninety-five percent of 
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“the world’s” underachievers and 
failures. They are the top five per- 
cent. They are you and I. They are 
we who dare to achieve. Who dare 
to be unequal. 

We are who we are supposed to 
be indignant about — indignant 
enough to hang Big Brother on any 
wall of our mind blank enough to 
have room. We are demanded to 
punish ourselves for the crime of 
inequality, and to vilify ourselves for 
the virtues which keep us unequal. 
We are to hate our selves for being good. 

That is the inequality that Presi- 
dent Clinton’s mantra is all about. 
And you can see that it has nothing 
to do with pollution. Nihilism never 
solved that problem, or any other, 
and never will. (Pollution can be 
properly thwarted by protection of 
property rights. No one has the 
right to throw garbage on property 
they don’t own.) 

What little freedom our indus- 
trialists have left will disappear long 
before the pollution does. That 
poster in your mind does not show 
Big Brother in a pristine garden 
under pure blue skies. It shows him 
operating the wrecker that demol- 
ishes the last factory on this conti- 
nent, while being applauded by a 
dirty band of primitives who are in- 
distinguishable from any band of 
primatives in nations which do not 
produce “greenhouse gases.” Or 
anything else. 

Religious freedom would not mean 
much to Catholics if they were not al- 
lowed to use wine for mass. Such free- 
doms would not seem real to Muslims 
if they were forbidden to make the pil- 
grimage to Mecca or to pray in a 
mosque. In order to have religious free- 
dom people must have access to the 
places and means of worship ; without 
that fundamental right their [sic] is no 
freedom of religion. 

Jack Weatherford, professor of 
anthropology at Macalester College 
in St. Paul, Minnesota 

H ere is an attempt by a ni- 
hilist to unleash in this 
country the same tribal 
warfare that the Observer-Times tx- 


pects us to serve abroad, and which 
always follows the kind of self-ha- 
tred touted by Nighthorse and 
Clinton. Jack Weatherford is fur- 
ther proof that nihilists do not seek 
to civilize the savage, but to make 
savage the civilized. 

Professor Weatherford’s status as 
an enemy of civiliza- 
tion is without 
doubt. But how is it 
that he can admit to 
what I accuse him of 
and (presumably) 
still have students 
willing to come to 
his classes? H ow 
could he say so 
openly something so 
wrong, and fool 
people so com- 
pletely? 

Allow me to cre- 
ate a hypothetical 
reader of this col- 
umn; one who does 
not always take the time to read the 
lines (or especially between them) , 
as well as he should. This hypotheti- 
cal reader’s hypothetical reaction to 
my very real statements will show 
Weatherford’s very real method. 

“Oh, come on, van Oort. This 
guy’s just talking about freedom of 
religion. Don’t you believe in that? 
It’s in the Bill of Rights! Don’t you 
like the Bill of Rights anymore? Are 
you some kind of anti-American 
who wants a single official religion 
and persecution of all the others?” 

That would be the reaction from 
someone who is intellectually obe- 
dient. You see, Professor 
Weatherford deliberately referred to 
freedom of religion to throw people 
off track. To keep the obedient from 
noticing something he did not want 
them to notice. He knows perfectly 
well that for the kind of “right” to 
“freedom of religion” which he pro- 
poses, other actual rights have to be 
violated and other legitimate free- 
doms have to be lost. 

For example: If an Indian tribe 
has the “right” to “reclaim” your 
property so they can worship a 
painted rock on it, your right to your 
property has just been violated. If 
the “means of worship” for some 


Muslim terrorist group happens to 
reside within your private archeol- 
ogy collection, your right to your 
property and to freely associate have 
just been negated. If your Christian- 
ity tells you that it is wrong to pro- 
vide service to the devil, then your 
legitimate right to freedom of reli- 
gion has just been 
nullified when your 
barn, and the blood 
of your calves 
within, become the 
“places and means of 
worship” for your 
friendly neighbor- 
hood Satanic cult. 

However, be- 
cause his proposal 
requires the viola- 
tion of rights, he de- 
cided to say that he 
was advocating 
rights. Because his 
proposal depends on 
the loss of freedom, 
he felt it best to claim that it was 
pro-freedom. Because his proposal 
is contradictory to everything in the 
Bill of Rights, he decided to claim 
(for his execration) the sanction of 
the Bill of Rights. That way, any 
anti-social individualist types who 
might oppose him will, by default, 
be silenced about discussing rights, 
because he mentioned them first. 
Individualists will cower from the 
issue of freedom, because that was 
the issue Mr. Weatherford brought 
up first. They won’t talk about the 
Bill of Rights, because that is part 
of his argument, not theirs. (Which 
is precisely the way “conservatives” 
are consistently bent-over and ‘used’ 
by “liberals.”) 

Mr. Weatherford’s proposal is 
evil — and he means it to be. But his 
semantics are nothing more than 
bluster, his method of convincing 
people is nothing more than a big 
ugly vacuous bluff, and he doesn’t 
tailor that bluff to minds who will 
examine it, but only to the intellec- 
tually obedient who will follow 
wherever he can make them “feel” 
he means. After all, if he says his 
idea is respectful of rights and com- 
patible with freedom, then it must 
be so. And all of the horrors of all 


However, because his 
proposal requires the 
violation of rights, he 
decided to say that he 
was advocating rights. 
Because his proposal 
depends on the loss of 
freedom, he felt it best 
to claim that it was 
pro-freedom. 
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those other cultures who don’t re- 
spect rights and freedom as much 
as Professor Weatherford, just sim- 
ply can’t happen here. 

Of course, The Resister is rather 
defiant. We call bluffs. Besides, we 
could see his cards anyway. We 
know how such intellectual scams 
work. 

Would you like to know why I 
called Mr. Weatherford yet another 
nihilist trying to unleash the same 
savagery here as his kind have re- 
leased abroad, and thereby having 
identified themselves as enemies of 
civilization? It wasn’t just his obvi- 
ous desire to violate rights, or even 
to do so in the typical Orwellian 
fashion of naming things (“non-A”) 
by their opposites (“A”). The rea- 
son he is a nihilist, inimical to 
proper human living, is due to the 
result he seeks via his deceptions, 
but dares not tell you about up front. 

What would be the result if tribal 
mysticism is considered a right, 
while private property, free associa- 
tion, and true freedom of religion 
are not? What will be the result if 
primitive mysticism forms the ba- 
sis for group affiliation and human 
interaction, but reason, rights, and 
the Constitution do not? What has 
been the result, in the middle east 
and elsewhere, contemporaneously 
and historically, when opposing 
tribes of ancestor-worshippers op- 
erate on exactly that basis and sud- 
denly realize they have no way to 
communicate with each other ex- 
cept through centuries of blind in- 
tertribal warfare? What will be the 
result when those constantly war- 
ring factions of mystics lay tribal 
claim to the same piece of property? 
For instance; yours? (Will Profes- 
sor Weatherford then advocate that 
U.N. “peacekeeping” forces invade 
U.S. soil to ostensibly quell the dis- 
turbance he helped create? If he 
does, will there be any country left 
that will be civilized enough to 
“have the capability” of doing so? If 
there is, will it be able to save Mr. 
Weatherford before he twists in the 
wind under a lamp post?) 

That is what makes Mr. 
Weatherford a nihilist: His desire 
to destroy the good for the sake of 


destroying the good. Primitive tribal 
warfare is just the poster-child he 
holds up in his quest to do so. 

Ask yourself what other possible 
quest could be un- 
dertaken by a pro- 
fessor of 

anthropology; a 
“man” of presum- 
ably high intelli- 
gence whose sole 
claim to usefulness is 
his knowledge 
primitive tribal mys- 
tics, when he ap- 
pears not to 
understand the re- 
sults of primitive 
tribal mysticism. 

When such a “man” 
acts as though he 
were that stupid and 
that ignorant, you can be certain 
that he is covering up something 
much worse. 


For nonviolent crimes such as 
theft... [racial] nullification is an op- 
tion that the [Negro] juror should con- 
sider.... A juror might vote for 
acquittal for example , when a poor 
woman steals from Tiffany's , but not 
when the same woman steals from her 
next-door neighbor. 

Paul Butler, associate professor 
at the George Washington Univer- 
sity Law School, a Negro “lawyer” 
who declares that his goal as a “law 
professor” is to subvert the present 
criminal justice system. 

I f the previous quote from Pro- 
fessor Weatherford didn’t bring 
nihilism home to roost, this one 
certainly will. But the reason why 
Butler’s statements are so vile, even 
in a collection of vile statements, 
may not be immediately apparent. 

Sure, Butler is a blatant racist try- 
ing to sacrifice the winners to the 
losers, even to the point of eating 
their hearts over the altar of mela- 
nin. That’s nothing new. Sure, But- 
ler is a devoted Marxist trying to 
“redistribute wealth” in the only 
manner Marxists have ever tried: By 
the Communist Manifesto’s crimi- 
nal incitement, ‘beat them up and 


take their stuff.’ Big deal. Sure, But- 
ler is just another Negro nihilist 
who tries to rationalize away the 
behavior of those of his race with a 
proclivity for bar- 
baric behavior, 
blames it on Cauca- 
sians, then willfully 
manipulates legal 
institutions for the 
expressed purpose of 
destroying them. 
He’s last century’s 
Reconstruction 
newsflash. 

Sure, Butler’s 
avowed aim of sub- 
verting our legal sys- 
tem by the 
poisonous, blatantly 
racist corruption of 
the jury system in 
the most elegant legal system ever 
devised by man, is indeed a new 
twist on a very old nihilism — and 
a very important one. Not to this 
column’s consideration of nihilism 
per se, but to its consideration of 
justice prima facie. 

These things are important, but 
not to this column’s theme of ni- 
hilism as the gleeful attempt to in- 
cinerate justice. Observe instead 
that most of what has been said in 
the foregoing about the other 
quotes is more true here, with the 
addition of at least 10 nasty little 
facts that reveal that swine Butler 
as even more degenerate than all of 
the other nihilists discussed above 
combined. 

1. Butler openly confesses that he 
seeks the destruction of any moral 
or legal pretenses of justice by set- 
ting up two classes of people who 
are to have two respective sets of 
rights: Losers who are to have all 
the rights precisely because they are 
losers, and winners who are to have 
no rights precisely because they are 
winners. 

2. That swine Butler’s embrace- 
ment of nihilism is so brazen, and 
he believes it so above reproach, that 
he feels no need to make any pre- 
tense whatsoever at applying a posi- 
tive sheen to a negative — which 
Major Bailey did, at lease, by advo- 
cating the destruction of the inno- 


Butler is just another 
Negro nihilist who 
tries to rationalize 
away the behavior of 
those of his race with a 
proclivity for barbaric 
behavior.... He’s last 
century’s 
Reconstruction 
newsflash. 
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cent under the pretense of acknowl- 
edging the immorality of slavery. 

3. Butlers hatred of justice is so 
thoroughgoing, and he must believe 
it so commonplace among his fol- 
lowers and intended victims, that he 
makes no pretense whatsoever at 
wishing to bring justice to any par- 
ticular thief; not even by package- 
dealing a crime like theft with a 
“crime” like saying the word “stud,” 
and then damning both in the os- 
tensible pursuit of justice — which is 
Minneapolis Star Tribune felt obli- 
gated to affect. 

4. His regard for his fellow hu- 
mans is so utterly absent that he 
makes no pretense at achieving his 
nihilism even via the trivial 
smokescreen of eliminating any per- 
ceived “harassment” against them 
— which even Paraglide thought it 
best to be publicly seen doing. 

5. Butler’s antipathy for stan- 
dards of human action and interac- 
tion is so overpowering that he 
makes not even the slightest pre- 
tense at desiring any enforceable 
discipline among his throngs of fol- 
lowers — although LTG Scott at 
least considered discipline among 
his own followers in the military to 
be worth paying lipservice to. 

6. Paul Butler’s affected veneer 
of civilized behavior is so transpar- 
ently thin that he doesn’t see fit to 
even pretend to desire “peace,” or 
the making of it, or the keeping of 
it. Nor does he think it necessary to 
maintain any kind of “moral duty” 
or “high calling” pretense — which 
even the Fayetteville Observer-Times 
had the residual decency to consider 
necessary when addressing human 
beings. 

7. Butler is so bothered by the 
prospect of anything good that he 
advocates the stick of failure with- 
out even the pseudo-carrot of be- 
ing “revered” by one’s tribe, or of 
“contributing” anything whatsoever 
to society — things which even Ben 
Nighthorse saw fit to dangle in front 
of his own intended victims. 

8. “Law professor” Paul Butler so 
despises the successful that his call 
to punish them is made without any 
false charges that they have harmed 
others in their achievement of val- 


ues — charges that even Bill Clinton 
and his team of professional 
doublespeakers saw fit to hide their 
real meaning behind. 

9. In fact, Butler’s hatred of mo- 
rality is so utter, and so absolute that 
he doesn’t even care to proclaim that 
people are morally accountable for 

their chosen beliefs, 

tribal affiliations, or 
willful activities. He 
proclaims instead 
that they are to be 
morally ‘rewarded’ 
or ‘punished’ by the 
sole fact of their 
unchosen skin 
color — which is a 
big step below Pro- 
fessor Weatherford’s 
claim that people are 
to be morally ‘pun- 
ished’ or ‘rewarded’ 
based on a tribal 
primitivism which 
they willfully choose 
to maintain. 

10. Butler avers 

no pretense to liberty 
in his quote, nor 
need he ever attempt 
mentioning the Bill 
of Rights. Every- 
thing he has been 

known to say is 

openly hostile to the Bill of Rights, 
the Constitution, the U.S. Code, 
and every possible manifestation of 
justice which falls under the con- 
cept of law. But he can do that. He 
has a degree; that makes him smart. 
He wrote a book; that makes him 
an authority. He’s Negro; that 
makes him unquestionable. 

Butler is a professional De- 
stroyer. He offers pure nihilism, 
undiluted with any pretense to any- 
thing of value, no matter how fake 
such pretenses might be. The nihil- 
ism he offers reveals what he thinks 
of his victims, his zombie throngs, 
and himself. The unmitigated way 
in which he describes it in front of 
his entire audience reveals what he 
thinks about his entire audience. 

“Lawyer” Butler — and wouldn’t 
you just know it, he’s a “professor” 
— has finally gone where people like 
you and I only mention in the con- 


But the fact that Paul 
Butler can vomit the 
lowest bile from the 
lowest sewer in the 
lowest ghetto onto the 
highest and most 
noble system of law yet 
devised in several 
thousand years of 
human history... is an 
indictment against 
every single one of us 
who has ever seen evil 
and refused to resist it 
using whatever means 
at our disposal! 


text of “if we sink this low today, 
how degraded can we become to- 
morrow?” 

The only way Paul Butler, “pro- 
fessor” of “law” could go lower is by 
being shoveled six feet under after 
he tries implementing his proposal 
on someone like me. All those who 
would destroy the 
legal system of this 
country would be 
well advised to bear 
in mind that the act 
of destroying what 
protects me from 
you, is also the act of 
destroying what 
protects you from 
me. And there is 
justice in that. 

The fact that 
Butler — “law pro- 
fessor,” gutter racist, 
open advocate for 
others of his tribe 
who would destroy 
our justice system 
on racial grounds — 
exists at all, is an in- 
dictment against the 
nihilists who pro- 
duced every mystic, 
collectivist, altruist 
and statist philoso- 
pher (all the way 
back to Kant) who unleashed into 
the world the “critique” of pure rea- 
son, and its natural slaves like But- 
ler. 

But the fact that Paul Butler can 
vomit the lowest bile from the low- 
est sewer in the lowest ghetto onto 
the highest and most noble system 
of law yet devised in several thou- 
sand years of human history, and 
can do so in several forums that will- 
ingly turn themselves over to him 
for the purpose, and who has thus 
far succeeded without being 
disbared, losing his university posi- 
tion, or meeting any serious intel- 
lectual or tactical opposition, is an 
indictment against every single one 
of us who has ever seen evil and re- 
fused to resist it using whatever 
means at our disposal! 
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Pennsylvania Soviet 
Socialist Republic 

by 

Alvin York 

Y our double tap, “I Hate Lib 
erals” and “The Clinton- 
Gore Blueprint for Totali- 
tarianism” prompted me to illustrate 
how totalitarianism is alive and well 
in South Central Pennsylvania, a 
so-called conservative Republican 
stronghold. 

The Carlisle Police Department 
sponsors a Police Explorer Post and 
began using 16 and 17 year old Boy 
Scouts to entrap store owners. Po- 
lice cited two 18 year old conve- 
nience store clerks for selling 
cigarettes to minors after they failed 
to check to Scout’s identification. 
The police lieutenant in charge of 
the post justified the operation, say- 
ing tobacco poses a public health 
risk. The mayor, in a letter to the 
editor, wrote The Children were 
never in any danger during their les- 
son on entrapment. Police even had 
the parents’ permission. Parallels to 
the Young Pioneers are obvious. 

Think you must drive erratically 
to be stopped for driving under the 
influence? Not so in Cental 
P.S.S.R.. Here sheriff deputies, 
state and local police used federally 
funded overtime to stop all traffic 
on selected roads. Motorists are 
asked if they have been drinking, 
their destination, and are engaged in 
compulsory idle chit-chat to deter- 
mine “sobriety.” Some who com- 
plain have their cars field stripped. 
Usually 2 percent or fewer are pro- 
cessed for suspected DUI, but up 
to 20 percent (based on their re- 
leased figures) are cited for minor 
infractions. At roughly $100 per ci- 
tation, this is a real gold mine for 
the departments, the state, district 
justices and local governments! 


<c> 

Want to apply for or renew your 
concealed carry permit? Be certain 
you have paid the local nuisance 
taxes. No longer satisfied with 
weeding out felons and the insane, 
the office of the Cumberland 
County Sheriff checks all local tax 
records, ostensibly to make sure you 
are really a resident. 

Our “leaders” in the state legis- 
lature want to make it illegal for 
anyone under the age of 13 to ride 
in the front seat of a 
car because of the 
danger air bags pose 
to The Children. 

This state govern- 
ment dictate is in re- 
sponse to the federal 
mandate requiring 
these same air bags. 

For our “safety,” and 
for the sake of The 
Children, the num- 
ber of “compliance 
checks” will be in- 
creased. 

P.S.S.R.’s “mod- 
erate republican” 
governor has agreed 
to implement the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s new draconian 
air pollution regulations and expand 
the number of counties they will 
effect. This will require my cars, 
wood stove, gasoline powered lawn 
and garden equipment to adhere to 
the same stringent inspection stan- 
dards as in Philadelphia, even 
though I live in a rural area sur- 
rounded by thousands of acres of 
orchards! Why? Because he wants 
the state to continue receiving fed- 
eral highway welfare. 

Plan to light up a fine cigar while 
driving with your child? Sorry; it 
will soon be illegal to smoke in your 
car if The Children are present. 
P.S.S.R. courts have already ruled 
that our cars are extensions of our 
homes, which are being eyed for 
“regulation” by the smoking police. 


Don’t plan on selling your home 
until it has passed a state mandated 
radon test. If it fails, be prepared to 
spend thousands of dollars to seal 
and ventilate your basement — so 
the new owners will not be “at risk” 
for lung cancer. 

I have lived in South Central 
Pennsylvania for almost 15 years. If 
“the people” in this area are typical 
of the nation, we are already in lock- 
step with the Bridge to the 21st 
Century. Few question authority, let 
alone a tax notice. “It’s the law” is 
the mantra the stupidly obedient 
chant whenever a “troublemaker” 
does raise a question. So long as the 
local Yuppies can still pile The 
Children into their mini-vans for 
soccer practice and 
the Good Ol’ Boys 
can still hunt deer 
every winter, what 
the heck? They can 
live with just a little 
totalitarianism. 

The same police 
departments that 
cannot seem to do 
anything about the 
relatively few (by 
metropolitan stan- 
dards) murders, 
drive-by shootings 
and open drug deals 
have unlimited re- 
sources for Young 
Pioneers to entrap store clerks and 
set up checkpoints on roads. These 
“public safety” operations are safer 
and much more lucrative than 
eliminating society’s violent preda- 
tors. Just to show how tough they 
are, local police stage media photo- 
ops when they have mass apprehen- 
sions of “deadbeat dads.” 

The only response to an in- 
progress armed robbery ended with 
the first officer on the scene being 
killed when he charged the store 
without back-up. This supports my 
theory that this region’s police ex- 
pect compliance, not violence, from 
the Obedient they police. They are 
incapable of dealing with violent 
street crime, so in reality, that makes 
them little more than armed, uni- 
formed tax collectors. 


If “the people” in this 
area are typical of the 
nation... [f]ew 
question authority, let 
alone a tax notice. “It’s 
the law” is the mantra 
the stupidly obedient 
chant whenever a 
“troublemaker” does 
raise a question. 
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Deja Vous 
All Over Again 

fey 

Gordon Trenchard 

O bserving Republican Rob- 
ert Dole’s 1996 challenge 
against Democrat William 
Clinton was somewhat reminiscent 
of the 1917 power struggle between 
Menshevik Alexander Kerensky and 
Bolshevik Vladimir Ilych Ulyanov 
(popularly known as Lenin). 

Three characters influenced (di- 
rectly or indirectly) the Clintons. 

In 1869, Michael Bakunin, a 
former nobleman and artillery of- 
ficer in the Czar’s army, collabo- 
rated in the authorship of the book 
Catechism with Sergei Nechaiev, son 
of an Orthodox priest. That book 
became the handbook for all Rus- 
sian revolutionaries and still is the 
formulary for Marxist power seek- 
ers. The essence of Catechism is “Ev- 
erything which promotes the 
success of revolution is moral, ev- 
erything which hinders it is im- 
moral.” That book directly 
influenced our third (and most evil) 
character, who created the most 
murderous regime in history; 
Vladimir Lenin. 

Dole’s hero was Alexander 
Kerensky. Kerensky was briefly the 
Prime Minister of the Russian Pro- 
visional Government in 1917. 
Kerensky was a “moderate” social- 
ist. Perhaps had he managed to keep 
the Duma in power Russia and the 
world might have been spared im- 
measurable misery and simply suf- 
fered from economic boils. 

Bob Dole and Alexander 
Kerensky are quite comparable in 
character and predicament. Dole 
also is a socialist, but not utterly 
immoral like Lenin and Clinton. 

Kerensky probably had no idea 
that Lenin and the Bolsheviks had 
so much control of the press. Like 
Kerensky, Dole faced a hostile press. 
In Dole’s case however, there was 
no excuse. He knew the press and 
media were willing lackeys of the 


Democrats and Clinton and that he 
could expect no honesty from that 
quarter. In 1917, the Bolsheviks not 
only controlled the press, they had 
also thoroughly infiltrated, and for 
all practical purposes controlled, the 
various labor “movements.” The 
“Clinsheviks” had similarly dedi- 
cated support from the union hier- 
archies, and much worse, the 
National Education Association. 

During World War I, Lenin trai- 
torously dealt with the Germans 
while his countrymen were fighting 
them. Like Lenin, Clinton spent 
the Viet Nam War “adhering to 
[America’s] Enemies, giving them 
Aid and Comfort.” Lenin was a 
genuine coward 
when it came to 
manning barricades, 
pointing out that his 
life was too valuable 
so long as others 
cou Id be fodder. 

Like Lenin, Clinton 
lied and quibbled to 
avoid the military 
but he now has no 
compunctions about 
sending American 
soldiers to Bosnia. 

Lenin and Clinton both met 
their future spouses through Com- 
munist political activities. Like 
Nadezhda Krupskaya (Lenin’s 
“wife”) Hillary also kept her maiden 
name. (Hillary is a Communist 
ideologue similar in tenor to 
Nadezhda, but not nearly as charm- 
ing-) 

The biggest problem facing Dole 
was that he lacked ideological dis- 
agreement with Clinton. 

There is no natural right of man 
that Bob Dole would not compro- 
mise to make a deal. Of the 185 fed- 
eral judges proffered by Clinton, 
Dole voted to seat 182. (You have 
to wonder what his objections to the 
other three were!) Senator Dole 
voted to confirm Supreme Court 
Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, a 
“moderate liberal” feminist agitator 
for the Communist ACLU. Dole 
also voted for Clinton’s overtly un- 
constitutional Omnibus Crime Bill, 
by which act he voted for more gun 


control (all the while lying through 
his teeth claiming to oppose any gun 
control.) 

Do you see any identifiable ideo- 
logical differences here? One cer- 
tainly knows that Clinton would 
never appoint a judge who did not 
consider the Constitution to be “liv- 
ing” — in his own person. Every 
Clinton appointee believes that the 
people’s rights are bestowed upon 
them by the grace of government, 
and that it is their duty as judicial 
dictators to create an egalitarian so- 
cial utopia. Remember, Dole voted 
for all but three of Clinton’s local 
dictators, so why should anybody 
believe Dole’s appointees would 
have been any bet- 
ter? 

Recently, I 
watched the Negro 
Muslim “leader” 
Louis Farrakhan 
make a fool of Mike 
Wallace on “60 
Minutes.” Wallace 
asked Farrakhan if 
he considered it 
wrong, “adhering to 
[America’s] En- 
emies, giving them 
Aid and Comfort” by chumming 
around with and getting paid by 
Qaddafy and Sadam Hussein. 
Farrakhan replied by asking if 
Wallace didn’t know how evil all us 
mean American white men were, 
given slavery, the Indians, and all 
the rest of the guilt-besotted dogma 
“liberals” and “conservatives” weep 
about. Wallace was stumped. He 
was stumped because he does believe 
it, therefore he could not reply. 

That was also Dole’s predica- 
ment. He was running against a 
man who is willfully evil, yet Dole’s 
only disagreement with Clinton was 
the degree of force to be used 
against private citizens and the ex- 
tent of regulating (i.e. de jure con- 
fiscation of) their property. 
Abraham Lincoln (America’s first 
dictator) said a nation cannot exist 
half slave and half free. Robert Dole 
thought we were half free. Bill 
Clinton considers us half slave. 


Like Lenin, Clinton 
lied and quibbled to 
avoid the military but 
he now has no 
compunctions about 
sending American 
soldiers to Bosnia. 
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Another Commie 
Bites Dust 

by 

Dorothy Payne 

O ne of our oldest Commu- 
nists died on September 7, 
1997, and you will never, 
ever read the truth about him in the 
liberal media. George Crockett was 
eulogized by Rep. David Bonior of 
Michigan on the floor of the House, 
while the Detroit Free Press and the 
Washington Post spared no ink in 
praising him. Crocket wasn’t a Party 
card carrier, of course. The Party re- 
serves membership cards for their 
scut workers — students with more 
lungs than brains, street agitators, 
and academics who have no chance 
of subverting anything of impor- 
tance. 

No, George Crockett was a Fel- 
low Traveler. There is no evidence 
he wanted to join The Party, but 
they wouldn’t have let him even if 
he’d tried. He was much too valu- 
able to them as a Negro “progres- 
sive.” I mean, who could dare 
question his motives? 

Certainly not Detroit Mayor 
Dennis Archer. “George Crockett 
was a tireless crusader for truth, jus- 
tice, freedom and equal opportu- 
nity,” Archer said. “George 
Crockett embraced the great causes 
of the 20th Century... He fought for 
them all, and never stopped fight- 
ing.” Archer is either a fool, a Fel- 
low Traveler himself, or he was 
trying to keep Detroit’s “citizens” 
from burning the city down if he 
told the truth. 

Former Congressman George 
Crockett (D-MI), born in 1909, 
received a law degree from the Uni- 
versity of Michigan in 1934. From 
1939 to 1944, he was always touted 
as “the First Black” in whatever po- 
sitions he held in the Roosevelt 
Administration’s Department of 
Labor. 


When Crockett moved to De- 
troit, he was taken under the wing 
of Maurice Sugar, general counsel 
for the United Auto Workers. 
Sugar was described by Benjamin 
Gitlow as “the public figure of 
Detroit’s Communist brain trust.” 

He took credit for inventing the 
“sit-down strikes” of the Thirties. 
He even wrote the propaganda “folk 
songs” for them. David Moore, one 
of Crockett’s Communist pals from 
the 1940s lamented, “A lot of 
people in Detroit are reaping the 
benefits of George Crockett’s la- 
bor.” You bet they are! Detroit’s sis- 
ter city is what, Mogadishu? 

By the late 1940s, the American 
people were awak- 
ening to the pres- 
ence of a large 
number of Reds in- 
festing our institu- 
tions. The UAW 
felt the need to im- 
prove its image by 
concealing its Reds, 
so Walter Reuther, 

Communist union 
boss of UAW, 
staged a public tiff 
with Crockett and 
set him up in a De- 
troit law firm with 
other “laundered” Reds. Commu- 
nist lawyers like Sugar and Crockett 
went off the actual payroll, although 
the union made sure to toss union 
legal work to them. 

In 1946 Crockett became a 
member of the National Lawyers 
Guild. The NLG was described by 
the House Un-American Activities 
Committee as “the foremost legal 
bulwark of the Communist Party, 
its front organizations, and con- 
trolled unions” which “since its in- 
ception has never failed to rally to 
the legal defense of the Communist 
Party and individual members 
thereof....” Crockett earned his 
NLG stripes in 1949. 


In 1949, the leadership of the 
Communist Party, USA, was 
charged with conspiracy under the 
Smith Act. Sugar could not person- 
ally defend them in court (because 
of a prior felony conviction) so he 
detailed George Crockett as his 
point man. Crockett was defense 
attorney for Jack Stachel, education 
director for the Communist Party, 
and Carl Winter, Michigan orga- 
nizer for the Communist Party. 

When “hired” to defend Stachel 
and Winter he stated: “The Com- 
munist Party, greatest champion of 
Negro rights... naturally... would 
select a Negro attorney.” (Natu- 
rally!) Crockett claimed during the 
trial that the Communist Party 
USA, Comintern’s disciplined min- 
ions, was “the conscience of 
America.” 

In keeping with Communist 
practice, the Reds were thoroughly 
disruptive in the courtroom and 
outside. Outside the 
courtroom, Com- 
munists mounted 
loud demonstrations 
urging Judge Harold 
Medina to commit 
suicide. Inside the 
courtroom, Judge 
Medina found 
Crockett in con- 
tempt of court. 
Crockett served four 
months in a federal 
prison for a perfor- 
mance described as 
“one of the most vile 
and contemptuous displays ever to 
take place in a courtroom.” Bill 
McGraw, who scribbled the Detroit 
Free Press's obituary, referred to 
Crockett’s execrable courtroom be- 
havior as “too aggressive” forjudge 
Medina. 

Recalling that trial in 1993, 
Crockett said “even if’ the CPUSA 
“advocated the violent overthrow of 
the government, they had a right to 
do it under our Constitution.” But 
he could say that. He was a former 
Negro congressman and therefore 
above accountability. 

But Communist strength in De- 
troit and the State of Michigan was 
such that Crockett was never incon- 


When “hired” to 
defend Stachel and 
Winter he stated: 
“The Communist 
Party, greatest 
champion of Negro 
rights... naturally... 
would select a Negro 
attorney.” (Naturally!) 
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venienced by his rancid record. 
Detroit’s “establishment” newspa- 
pers habitually referred to this epi- 
sode as a “hectic” period in his life, 
and denounced anyone who 
“haunted” the poor soul by men- 
tioning it when he ran for higher 
and higher public office. Indeed, the 
Free Press still feels obligated to ex- 
coriate “white Detroiters” who 
“fought attempts” by Communists 
to Africanize the Police Depart- 
ment and Recorders Court. 

H e ran as a Democrat, by the 
way. The Democratic Party of 
Michigan has blissfully cohabited 
with the Communist Party for most 
of this century. Democratic Party 
leaders know very well that Com- 
munists run for office under color 
of their party label. Coleman Young, 
virtual “mayor for life” of Detroit, 
began early as executive secretary of 
the Communist-front Progressive 
Party in 1948, and in 1957 he was a 
delegate to the national Commu- 
nist convention. 

Crockett, for his part, became a 
paid agent of Fidel Castro in 1962. 
In 1963 he “advised” President John 
Kennedy and Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy about “civil rights” 
“problems.” In the same year 
Crockett participated in Martin 
Luther King’s precipitated agitprop 
Selma-Montgomery demarche. 

In 1966, Crockett, with the com- 
bined support of the twinned 
Democratic and Communist Par- 
ties, their cheerleaders in the De- 
troit Free Press, and their allies in the 
bar association and unions, became 
a judge, along with two other Ne- 
gro Communists, within Detroit’s 
criminal court system. The Detroit 
Free Press thought that was a trav- 
esty. After all, by that time Detroit 
was 50 percent Negro, and there 
were 13 Recorders Court positions. 

In that same year “Maury” Sugar 
had the common decency to die. At 
his funeral, this perversion of the 
criminal justice system was “cred- 
ited” to his behind-the-scenes ma- 
neuvering. (Fittingly, his own 
phony “folk songs” were warbled by 
Red “folksingers” over his carcass.) 

Don’t think Communist judges 
didn’t make a difference! One of 


them, Justin Ravitz, boasted of 
“burning the ass” of a “right-winger” 
for making a fuss at a “peace ser- 
vice,” while in the next breath, he 
boasted of his years as a Red law- 
yer, repeatedly getting off cold- 
blooded Negro killers whom he 
preferred to see as “victims” of “rac- 
ism.” Ravitz is the 
one who refused to 
have an American 
flag in his court- 
room. The rest of 
the cringing weenies 
in the system said 
okay, we’ll put the 
flag in the corridor 
outside, and leave 
the door open so 
that people can see 
it if they want to. 

(Hey, you guys in 
C AG! If you want a 
live-fire urban train- 
ing area, try Detroit. 

Start with the 
Mayor and work your way down. 
You always start from the top, . 
right?) 

Judge Crockett also devoted 
himself to releasing criminals. Dur- 
ing the Detroit riots of July, 1967, 
Crockett recycled the arrested Ne- 
gro rioters, looters, and murderers 
back onto the streets non-stop. 

His most notorious action, taken 
in conjunction with “comradely” 
Red lawyers in private practice, in- 
volved the 143 uniformed members 
of the Black Legion of the Repub- 
lic of New Africa who were “guard- 
ing” a “church meeting” held on 29 
March, 1969. 

“New Africa” was to be created 
out of the five Southern states rec- 
ommended by Stalin back in the 
1930s. Those states were (and still 
are) Louisiana, Mississippi, Ala- 
bama, Georgia, and South Caro- 
lina. Betty “Shabazz” was a member. 
You remember her. Wife of 
Malcolm “X,” whose grandson 
doused her with lighter fluid then 
set her on fire. He had to impro- 
vise. The tire wouldn’t fit over her. 

A Negro lawyer, Milton R. 
Henry, was the New African 
Republic’s “president in exile.’ 
Comrade Henry’s “army” shot 


down several Detroit city police of- 
ficers, killing one. Crockett released 
all of the “Legion” members before 
they could be identified or be given 
nitrate tests for gunpowder residue. 
Crockett and Ravitz made cop-kill- 
ing a nearly penalty-free pastime. 

Check out how the Washington 
Post describes these 
episodes. During the 
1967 riots, 

“Crockett refused to 
impose what he con- 
sidered excessive and 
unlawful bail. His 
stand created con- 
troversy, but in a 
subsequent Univer- 
sity of Michigan re- 
port, he was praised 
for impartial admin- 
istration of justice.” 
[!] In 1969, as the 
Post sees it, “he 
raised his profile 
when he released 
black people rounded up after a gun 
battle with black separatists in 
which a police officer was killed.” 

On Capitol Hill, “he was known 
for the same willingness to stand for 
cherished beliefs in the face of with- 
ering criticism.” Cherished ideals 
indeed! He was simply serving The 
Party. 

Oddly enough, obituaries seem 
to overlook Crockett’s service on the 
Michigan Court of Appeals, skip- 
ping instead to 1980, when 
Crockett replaced the disgraced 
Congressman Charles Diggs (D- 
MI) in the House of Representa- 
tives. The Washington Post (and 
Fayetteville Observer-Times) 
swooned over his ten-year-long so- 
journ in Congress “as a defender of 
civil rights and unpopular causes,” 
and as “a kind of folk hero” back in 
Detroit. 

Among other things, Commu- 
nist Crockett, as a member of a key 
subcommittee, was one of the Con- 
gressmen to whom Oliver North 
was supposed to “tell all,” revealing 
operations and spilling the identi- 
ties of anti-Communists in Central 
America. Crockett’s allegiance to 
“our adversaries” was always known 
on Capitol Hill, but no one was pre- 


Judge Crockett also 
devoted himself to 
releasing criminals. 
During the Detroit 
riots of July, 1967, 
Crockett recycled the 
arrested Negro rioters, 
looters, and murderers 
back onto the streets 
non-stop. 
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pared to be impolite about it, much 
less make an issue of it. He was a 
Negro and a Fellow Traveler. His 
loyalty therefore was immune from 
questioning. 

Don’t feel too glad about his pass- 
ing. Crockett managed to infect 
America with his survivors. A wife 
or so, a son — George Crockett III, 
a Detroit Recorders Court judge 
(yes, children, the Communists still 
run Detroit) — two daughters, two 
“step sons,” a sister, eight grandchil- 
dren, and four great-grandchildren. 

An unsigned 09 September, 
1997, Detroit Free Press editorial 
concluded, “George Crockett, Jr. 
deserves to be honored... as one of 
the bravest warriors for justice and 
equal rights this community [sic] 
has known.” (I’m sure they meant 
“commune.”) The editorial collec- 
tive then went on to ecstasize that 
Crockett will “remain as a plumb 
line for those who aspire to live in a 
diverse society....” What, like Com- 
munist South Africa? 

Writhe in Hell George Crockett, 
Jr.; Communist, judge, Congress- 
man. 

His carcass was dumped some- 
where in Delware. 

Diana Stewart: 

A Wasted Life 

by 

Leslie Bates 

O ne of the things I do for my 
own selfish pleasure is to 
take a sketchbook and a 
drafting pencil and draw. For the 
last fifteen years the second favor- 
ite subject of my work was Diana, 
the Princess of Wales. So when 
Andrew Morton’s biography of 
Diana was originally published I 
purchased a copy. It took me four 
months to work up the nerve to fin- 
ish the first chapter. I did not (and 
no rational egoist could) enjoy the 
spectacle of seeing a soul being 
crushed by a band of witch doctors. 
If that is how the ruling class of 
Britain educates their children then 


its no wonder that England is be- 
coming a third world country. 

To properly become an adult, a 
child must gain moral knowledge, 
to know what human life is and how 
to live it. What Diana received as a 
child was close to pure poison. Her 
parents sent Diana 
to a boarding 
school, the Church 
of England’s equiva- 
lent of a Dewey 
Camp. Here she was 
pounded with the 
doctrines that self- 
lessness was the moral ideal, that 
sacrifice and obedience were virtues, 
that independent judgment was evil, 
that her mind was impotent to deal 
with material existence, and that the 
unfathomable (God and Heaven) 
was superior to that which is known 
(Man and the Earth). Her mind 
thus mangled, it should have been 
no surprise that her life would end 
mangled as well. 

With her intellectual and moral 
development arrested in childhood, 
Diana became a second-hander, 
someone who avoids moral judg- 
ment and is dependent of others for 
guidance. 

Diana was told that the royal 
family was the pinnacle of civilized 
society. A rational person would 
have seen British royalty as a use- 
less remnant of a barbaric tradition, 
and that the monarch had become 
nothing more than a hand puppet 
for the ruling party of the moment. 
No sane woman would condemn 
any of her children to such a fate. 

During her engagement Diana 
discovered that her fiance was a 
pragmatist who had an active sexual 
affair with an already married 
woman and who had no intention 
of breaking off that affair. A ratio- 
nal woman would have dumped the 
Prince of Wales on the spot. Not 
Diana! She asked her sisters for ad- 
vice. They told to go through with 
the marriage out of duty . 

As a second-hander, Diana had 
no self esteem and was utterly de- 
pendent on others for advice and 
approval. She valued what others 
told her to value. This led to her 
constant pursuit of public attention 


and her spending an absurd amount 
of time being photographed hug- 
ging crippled children and walking 
biohazards (AIDs carriers). 

Her capacity for judgment para- 
lyzed, Diana paid for guidance from 
psychics and astrologers. She even 
took life advice from 
her own sons. It was 
with the approval of 
a psychic and her 
sons that Diana be- 
came “close friends” 
to the Egyptian 
playboy Dodi al 

Fayed. 

Dodi al Fayed was the unproduc- 
tive son of a pull peddler who lived 
on an allowance, routinely bounced 
. checks, and manipulated women. A 
rational woman would have 
screamed and ran away. Not Diana. 

Even if a rational woman were 
not aware of Dodi’s other vices, she 
would have seen his open contempt 
for his own life as cause for alarm. 
But on the advice of others Diana 
put her trust in a whim-worship- 
ping third world barbarian. As a 
consequence, she died a drunk Paris 
slut. 

Diana was an excellent example 
of how not to live. She could have 
avoided the aforementioned horrors 
by simply saying: “No, this is 
wrong — I won’t do it.” To say that, 
however, requires a valid knowledge 
of moral standards, and for Diana 
to know that she was right to exer- 
cise moral judgment. It is not 
enough to know that there is an al- 
ternative to a particular course of 
action, one must know that the al- 
ternative is morally correct. 

Diana Stewart lived stupidly and 
died appropriately. 

Mother Theresa 

by 

J.F.A. Davidson 

S he died in a Calcutta slum. 
She chose to be there. She 
compelled no one. She 
harmed nobody. Rest in peace Rev. 
Mother. <1 


Diana Stewart lived 
stupidly and died 
appropriately. 
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WILLFULLY EVIL AGENDA... 


Why do We Submit to. ..What? 

The D-List 



AMERICANS 


Newcomb Publishers, Inc. 

1307 Dolly Madison Boulevard, Room 203 
McLean, VA 22101 
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This is what liberals like to see in the rest 
of us. 

Dumb, as in “dumbed-down” and mute. 

Docile, ready to be guided and trained ready to ac- 
cept any outrage. 

Deprived of as much of our income as we allow to be 
taken from us. 

Dispossessed of more and more property rights. 

Denied as many of our rights as we will allow to be 
taken from us. 

Devalued as citizens by the creation of hordes of“in- 
stant voters” in time forelections. 

Demoted from independent citizens to dependent 
subjects. 

Deceived by the current propaganda line, whatever 
it may be. 

Diverted from an examination of the situation. 

Denounced for destroying the earth, oppressing “oth- 
ers,” harboring bad thoughts... 

Defensive and guilt ridden about something or other, 
all the time. 

Deracinated, if white - forbidden a sense of racial 
identity or pride. 

Divided into “groups” or “blocs” for easy political 
manipulation 

Demeaned, as liberals in government assert author- 
ity over private and family affairs. 

Degraded by the squalor of public miseducation and 
government corruption. 

Displaced from schools and jobs by federal pressure 
favoring federally- privileged groups. 

Dispirited in the face of so much gone wrong, and so 
little chance of fixing it. 

Disoriented by the inversion of laws and values -- 
what was right is now wrong, what was good is now bad - 
- and vice versa , of course. 

Demoralized by the realization that any attempt to 
oppose liberalism will be ridiculed, denied institutional 
support, marginalized, and punished. 

Disorganized, as foundations expend their tax-free 
fortunes by organized synthetic “groups” and anointing 
“leaders” to carry out foundation plans. There is no such 
support for those opposing foundation sponsored 
“planned social change.” 

Descabezado , or “beheaded,” deprived of leadership; 
potential leaders who are aware of and opposed to the 
plans of the liberal Establishment can expect to be smeared 
and, if that doesn’t work, ruined in some manner, usually 
financially. 

And Finally... 

Disarmed is the ultimate liberal precaution. Any- 
thing can be done to disarmed people, as the history of 
the Twentieth Century amply demonstrates. 

©1997 by Dr. Susan L.M. Huck 

“The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time 
to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants.” -- 

Thomas Jefferson, 1787. 


SUBMIT 


TO THIS? 


Dr. Susan Huck 


in CONSERVATIVE REVIEW 


By the time you get half-way through Why Do We Americans 
Submit to This?yo« will begin to grasp the scope of willful liberal 
destruction of any thing that was good in America. When you finish 
you will grasp the enormity of the focused evil that inheres liberal- 
ism. 

J.F.A. Davidson 
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Intelligence is a simple and self-evident 
thing. As an activity it is the pursuit of a 
certain kind of knowledge; as a phenom- 
enon it is the resultant knowledge. 

Sherman Kent 

Periodic 





The line of demarcation between friend and 
foe... passes a nonphysical , often ideological 
boundary , which must however be expressly 
delineated if we want to reach the 
adversary and to defeat him 
Roger Trinquier 


ce Report 


Obey No 
Woman-Law 

Y et once again, the “liberal” Es- 
tablishment has advanced an 
anti-gun “law” under the 
nose of the stupidly complacent 
NRA, whose Institute for Legisla- 
tive Action is, under the “leader- 
ship” of Tanya Mataksa, once again 
a day late and a dollar short. (Who 
put that dull woman in charge of 
ILA in the first place?) One again, 
Americans who value their lives, lib- 
erty and property — and the means 
to defend them — are fighting a 
withdrawal under contact from the 
Communistic left. And once again, 
people who would — in a rational 
world — be twisting in the wind be- 
neath lamp-posts, have gained new 
ground in their efforts to disarm us. 

The Lautenberg amendment to 
the Brady Bill was “interpreted” by 
the Department of Defense in May 
1997 to apply to soldiers. Did you 
slap your wife (or Class “B” depen- 
dent) several years ago when she was 
being an unruly bitch? Did she call 
the cops? Did you get slapped with 
a misdemeanor? All forgiven, every- 
thing cozy — no further problems 
now that the chain of command in 
your home has been reestablished? 
Too bad. That pack of insane, de- 
volving throwbacks — feminists — 
beat the ground with their root 
prying sticks while shrieking at the 
full moon, howled hysterically about 
yet another “man crime” utterly de- 
void of definition (except by the 
‘womans way of knowing’) — ’’do- 
mestic violence” — and made instant 
ex post facto criminals of any men 


who simply refused to put up with 
shrewishness or fishwivery from 
their females. The Stars surrendered 
(there’s a big surprise) with a whim- 
per and cringe (as usual), and now 
your military career is forfeit. (But 
typical of this latest crop of Stars. 
They’re perfectly content being 
spineless exhibits in the administra- 
tion Freak Show.) 

Lieutenant General Peter J. 
Schoomaker’s 19 May, 1997, cover 
memorandum for the United States 
Army Special Operations Com- 
mand Information 
Paper about 

Lautenberg says: 

“This law has sig- 
nificant implications 
for the training, 
readiness and 
deployability [sic] of 
our soldiers. Preven- 
tion of domestic vio- 
lence remains a 
command priority 
and the best solution to the poten- 
tial impact of the Lautenberg 
Amendment.” No shocking news 
there. Everything that issues from 
America’s “progressive” destroyers 
who infest the Department of De- 
fense is a “command priority.” Af- 
ter all, the command motto is “One 
More Star!” Men of principle and 
integrity would have said “We’re not 
doing that.” But we’re talking about 
generals here. 

You see, a man can join the Army 
and be protected against actions for 
unpaid indebtedness incurred be- 
fore he enlisted. But if he’s ever 
smacked a shrew, well, Madame 
Guillotine is always awaiting fresh 
sacrifice. And you can bet that The 
Stars will be standing next to it with 


their hand on the release trigger. 
Better you than them, they figure. 
You’re expendable. They’re Impor- 
tant. 

Paragraph 1, “Purpose,” of the 
Information Paper is telling. “To 
inform USASOC commanders of 
a recent development in Federal 
‘Gun Control’ law and their respon- 
sibilities under it.” 

Now, for those of you who are 
not familiar with the formalities of 
official military correspondence, the 
use of quotation marks to draw at- 
tention to a word or 
phrase is, for all 
practical purposes, 
unheard of. That 
convention’s use in 
that document is 
therefore remark- 
able. Because plac- 
ing a word or phrase 
in quotation marks 
when not directly 
quoting a source is a 
literary method of denigrating, or 
dismissing as trivial, the word or 
phrase or idea thus identified. In 
this case, placing quotation marks 
around the phrase “Gun Control” 
was a blatant dismissal of that 
phrase by the author of the Infor- 
mation Paper . In other words, the 
author of the Information Paper 
does not consider stripping soldiers 
of their arms under Lautenberg to 
be gun control, or the violation of a 
natural right that “shall not be in- 
fringed.” In that context, the only 
“responsibilities” commanders have 
is to keep their obedient mouths 
shut and comply with yet another 
frontal assault by “liberals” to dis- 
arm Americans. And you can bet 
your next paycheck commanders 


Men of principle and 
integrity would have 
said “We’re not doing 
that.” But we’re 
talking about generals 
here. 
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will. After all, what options do cow- 
ards have but blind submission and 
stupid obedience to policies that 
blatantly violate the oath they 
swore? 

(LTC James C. Hiett, Chief of 
Staff, USASOC, signed the Infor- 
mation Paper . But on official cor- 
respondence a signature block 
means nothing. All that means is 
that he looked at it, signed it, and it 
issued from his office. The “blame- 
line” reads LTC Addicott. [!] You 
remember him! He’s the USASOC 
Judge Advocate General officer who 
approved the 13 March, 1997, 
memorandum rationalizing away 
5th Special Forces Group 
(Airbornes)’s blatant violation of 
Posse Comitatus during JTF-Six 
RSU Mission #RSU 001-97D as 
not a “direct violation” of 18 USC 
1385. At least LTC Addicott is a 
consistent toady.) [See; The Resister, 
Vol.III, No.4, p.25.] 

Back to the Information Paper . 
Under paragraph 2, “Summary:” 
“Commanders may not issue mili- 
tary firearms or ammunition to sol- 
diers they know or have reason to 
believe have been convicted of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic 
violence.” [Emphasis added.] 

“Have reason to believe...?” One 
knows a thing, or one does not. But 
what is “reason to believe?” Does 
that mean that some spiteful, insane 
bitch can call your commander, ac- 
cuse you anonymously of “domes- 
tic violence,” and thereby leave you 
without either an accuser to face, or 
recourse to defense? Of course it 
does. Does that mean your com- 
mander may deny you “firearms or 
ammunition” because somebody 
starts spreading rumors about you? 
Sure it does. That’s what this para- 
graph is intended to mean. It means 
suspicion is conviction. You don’t 
think your commander is going to 
be man enough to risk his career by 
violating yet another undefinable 
whim based woman law, do you? 
You know better. 

“Soldiers who have been con- 
victed of a misdemeanor crime of 
domestic violence may not possess 
military (or personal) firearms or am- 
munition,” the “Summary” contin- 


ues. [Emphasis added.] Generals 
have been looking for ways to dis- 
arm soldiers who live off post for 
years. Commanding Generals at 
Fort Lewis, Fort Hood and Fort 
Carson have issued policy letters 
requiring soldiers living off post to 
surrender their personal firearms to 
their unit arms rooms. You have to 
wonder what they’re 
afraid of — and why. 

Only one, CG Fort 
Carson, got away 
with it. Even 
though Colonel 
Lambert, 10th 
SFG(A) com- 

mander, ignored it 
while forcing his 
troops to comply 
with it. Lambert got 
a Star for his disobe- 
dience. His soldiers 
got registered as gun 
owners. 

Given all the official leg squeez- 
ing ecstasy over Quality of Life, 
which drags your family into the 
protective fold of the Army Fam- 
ily, watch for an official “risk assess- 
ment” of “family safety” concerning 
private possession of firearms by 
soldiers, and markedly intrusive 
“safety concerns” aimed at “prevent- 
ing domestic violence” for the 
“good” of The Women and The 
Children. Including everybody 
turning in their personal firearms to 
the arms room. (Those post regu- 
lations were trial balloons, guys. 
They were not aberrations.) 

The “Summary” concludes: 

“ Commanders are NOT required to do 
records checks or ask soldiers if they 
have domestic violence convictions . 
[Original emphasis.] No, the “lib- 
eral” Establishment has a better 
idea. Department of Defense is 
sending out Voluntary Confession 
forms. Remember the flap about 
DoD not completing its central 
criminal data base on all members 
of the military so it could be merged 
with the FBI’s data base? This is 
why, guys. 

Paragraph 3, “Background and 
Discussion,” outlines the woman 
law provisions of Lautenberg. If you 
were already punished for correct- 


ing the shrewish behavior of a 
fishwife and thereby restored har- 
mony to your home, and still own a 
firearm, you’re now a felon. If you 
sell a firearm to a complete 
stranger — who happened to restore 
harmony to his home — you are a 
felon. “This amendment,” para- 
graph 3a continues, “applies to con- 
victions occurring 
before its enactment .” 
[Emphasis added.] 

I just happen to 
have my copy of the 
C o n s ti tu t i on — 
which I am sworn to 
“uphold and de- 
fend” — open before 
me. Laying beside it 
are my Blackstone, 
my 1856 Bouvier, 
my 1825 Rawle’s, 
and my 1832 
Webster’s (all, ex- 
cept Blackstone, 
pre-Union Dictatorship). 

The Article I, §9, cl. 3 of the 
„ Constitution I’m sworn to defend 
says, “No Bill of Attainder or ex post 
facto Law shall be passed.” Sounds 
straight-forward to me. After all, 
the Constitution was written in 
plain English. You have to remem- 
ber though, that generals don’t ex- 
pect their soldiers to know what the 
Constitution they’ve sworn to de- 
fend says, or especially what it 
means . That would derail The 
Agenda. Besides, they don’t know 
what the Constitution means them- 
selves (nor do they care.) They sim- 
ply expect you to obey the orders of 
those appointed above you — like 
they do themselves with perfect 
apolitical servility. No matter how 
unconstitutional, and therefore in 
violation of your oath, those orders 
are. 

An ex post facto law punishes 
you retroactively for actions you 
took before they were decreed ille- 
gal, “declares it to be greater than 
when it was committed, or when it 
increases the punishment, or directs 
that different or less evidence” may 
be used to convict. [Rawle, 1825.] 
All woman law is ex post facto, and 
the Lautenberg amendment to 
Brady is no exception. And how is 


If you were already 
punished for 
correcting the 
shrewish behavior of a 
fishwife and thereby 
restored harmony to 
your home, and still 
own a firearm, you’re 
now a felon. 
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it to be enforced? By double tap- 
ping you with two distinct violations 
of the 5th amendment. 

a [N]or shall be compelled in any 
criminal case to be a witness against 
himself,” means you cannot be 
forced to testify against yourself. 
The Department of Defense took 
care of that! Tap one: You’ll soon 
be signing a DoD form asking if 
you’ve ever been convicted of mis- 
demeanor “domestic violence.” If 
you sign and bear witness against 
yourself you are disarmed (and 
probably subject to a bar to reen- 
listment). If you’ve already been 
punished, then say you haven’t, you 
are convicted of felonious not-bear- 
ing-witness-against-yourself, dis- 
armed, fined $10,000, and sent to 
prison for five years for lying to 
those who are compelling you to 
bear witness against yourself. 

So, under DoD’s interpretation 
of Lautenberg, not only is your 
“crime” now “ greater than when it 
was committed” and not only has the 
punishment been increased , but it 
directs that different evidence (your 
“voluntary” confession ) is to be 
used to disarm you. Why? Because 
you restored order, discipline and 
harmony to your home — meaning, 
because you’re a man. That makes 
perfect sense to feminists and Gen- 
eral Schoomaker. (Remember folks, 
he just took command of all special 
operations forces in the U.S. mili- 
tary. Sleep sound.) 

“[N]or be deprived of life, liberty, 
or property, without due process of 
law,” means government may not 
kill you or harm you, or deprive you 
of your means to defend yourself or 
your natural law rights, or your 
property, without recourse to a “just 
or proper... method of accomplish- 
ing a thing.” [Bouvier, 1856.] The 
last time I checked, guns were prop- 
erty. Last time I checked, firearms 
furnished “the means of resisting... 
the inroads of usurpation” (in other 
words, the means to defend indi- 
vidual Liberty). [Henry Tucker, 
1831.] Last time I checked, while 
you were defending your life some 
cop was stuffing his face with do- 
nuts — awaiting a call to arrest you 
for doing it. Tap two: Signing the 


Voluntary Confession form, or liv- 
ing with a vindictive fishwife, will 
deprive you of your life, liberty and 
property. That makes perfect sense 
to feminists and General 
Schoomaker. After all, he’s just fol- 
lowing woman orders. That means 
he can shrug his shoulders and claim 
he’s not responsible. 

A bill of attainder is that by 
which a person, “without a judicial 
trial, is declared by the legislature 
to be guilty of some particular 
crime.” [Rawle, 

1825.] Sycophants 
in the chain of com- 
mand will squirm in 
their swivel chairs 
and cry, “Lautenberg 
doesn’t do that'” Yes 
it does. You see, the 
generation the Army 
joined, who are now 
in command and be- 
ing all they can be, 
are mystics. They 
believe, like all other 
feminist scut work- 
ers, that “things” (in 
this case firearms) 
are living entities 
that will whisper se- 
ductively to you and 
make you do bad 
things. So they 
couldn’t possible know, or begin to 
comprehend, that bills of attainder, 
which mean forfeiture of life and ex- 
tinction of property and civil rights 
(real civil rights, not post-1964 “civil 
rights”) without trial (including cor- 
ruption of blood), also refer to bills 
of pains and penalties , which “affect 
the life of an individual, or [in sub- 
stance] confiscate his property, or 
both.” [Bouvier, 1856.] 

Therefore, not only is this 
Lautenberg “law” ex post facto, it’s 
also an attainder. As ex post facto 
“law,” not only is your “crime” to- 
day “ greater than when it was com- 
mitted ,” (and will thus result in your 
expulsion from the Army), but gun 
confiscation “ increases the punish- 
ment” (did they take your guns the 
first time you were punished?), and 
relies upon “ different or less evidence” 
(your mandatory signature on the 
DoD Confession Form). As an at- 


tainder, your rights and property are 
forfeit without trial. But the Stared 
Cowards don’t care; they’re just fol- 
lowing woman orders. 

Happily, misdemeanor “domes- 
tic violence” does not include “Ar- 
ticle 15 punishments or summary 
courts martial.” That’s little conso- 
lation, however, because Paragraph 
3. a. 2. continues: “Domestic vio- 
lence includes any act that involves 
the use or attempted use of physi- 
cal force, or the threatened use of a 
deadly weapon 
against a current or 
former spouse or 
child in common 
with a current or 
former spouse, or an 
adult or child with 
whom the person 
lives or has lived as 
spouse, parent or 
guardian.” So, even 
if you’ve dumped 
that miserable 
fishwife and her 
howling pack of 
savages, and are 
now married to a 
real woman and 
have real children, 
you are still to be 
punished for refus- 
ing to become a 
simpering effeminate drone in the 
former circumstance. 

Force is used or it is not, but what 
is “attempted use?” Raising a hand? 
Telling the shrew if she throws that 
ash tray at you’ll deck her? And 
what is “threatened use?” What 
constitutes a “deadly weapon?” 
Consistent with all other schizo- 
phrenic woman law words are the 
equivalent of acts. As a consequence 
of past schizophrenic woman law if 
police arrive at a “domestic dispute” 
they must make an arrest. Are they 
going to arrest the fishwife for pick- 
ing up the ashtray, or you for tell- 
ing her you’ll clobber her if she 
throws it? You know the answer. 
Did you rap that disrespectful little 
barbarian in the mouth when he 
swore at you, or turn that hellish 
little wench over your knee? Did the 
cretinous little savage call “Child 
Protective Services” and snitch you 


So, even if you’ve 
dumped that miserable 
fishwife and her 
howling pack of 
savages, and are now 
married to a real 
woman and have real 
children, you are still 
to be punished for 
refusing to become a 
simpering effeminate 
drone in the former 
circumstance. 


36 


Vol. IV, No. 1 


The RESISTER 


off for “child abuse?” You lose. Re- 
storing order to your home and 
punishing The Children is a 
crime — a retroactive crime. 

“Among administrative options 
available to commanders with sol- 
diers who are precluded from being 
issued firearms or ammunition,” 
Paragraph 3.e. states, “ are MOS 
reclassification or separation from 
service under AR 635-200, i|5-3 
(Convenience of the Government) 
[whose “government” is 
convenienced, I wonder], % 14-12b 
(Patterns of Misconduct) [not 
known until you are compelled to 
bearwitness against yourself], f 14- 
12c (Serious Misconduct) [now be- 
ing defined by The Women and 
The Children]. 

Once Again... 

N one of this happened by ac- 
cident. The interlocked and 
coordinated body of social 
workers, child advocates, feminists, 
domestic abuse and domestic vio- 
lence “help” groups, and the steady 
accretion of whim based woman 
“law” specifically intended to “open 
the home” in order to “protect” The 
Women and The Children finally 
came together. 

You watched all of this unfold 
piece by piece, year after year, “law” 
by “law,” but did nothing about it 
because you thought nobody plans 
these things and everything was 
happening as isolated acts. You were 
mindlessly passive and stupidly obe- 
dient because “it’s the law.” Now 
you are disarmed — because you are 
a man, and because “it’s the law.” 
Can you do anything about this? 
Yes. When you are issued your Vol- 
untary Confession form don't sign 
it. Tear it up. Walk out of the room. 
Refuse to explain — keep your 
mouth shut. Refuse to cooperate. 
Refuse to submit. The Confession 
Form is voluntary . So, don’t volun- 
teer to sign it. 

According to Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (how 
many “deputy assistant” whatevers 
do they need?), Mr. Francis M. 
Rush, the form is voluntary . 

Mr. Rush, during a 22 October, 
1997, news briefing stated “I 


Wouldn’t expect many service 
members to refuse to fill out the 
form. Service members, in my ex- 
perience, do fill out the forms that 
they are asked to fill out.” That’s 
their weakness! They needyou to sign 
it. They needyou to confess. DON’T 
DO IT! Without your signature 
they must expend tens of thousands 
of dollars and hundreds of man- 
hours per soldier to prove what you 
wouldn’t confess, and that will over- 
whelm The System. 

If you slapped 
around some shrew 
or fishwife you’re 
going to be kicked 
out of the Army 
anyway. Make them 
pay to do it. And 
spread the word to 
your comrades. 

What are they going 
to do if an entire 
rifle company re- 
fuses to sign the 
form? Stamp their feet? Threaten 
you? Threaten you with what? Re-* 
fusing to “volunteer” to implicate 
yourself? Refusing to be punished 
by an ex post facto “law,” and an at- 
tainder, for refusing to surrender a 
right you are sworn to defend and 
which “shall not be infringed?” 
DON’T SIGN THE FORM! 
Wad it up. Throw it away. And no 
matter what they say or threaten you 
with keep your mouth shut. 

This is the first time The Resister 
has advised disobedience. Pay heed. 
We’re not going out on a limb over 
this for our health. This is not one 
of the Establishment’s trial bal- 
loons. This is for keeps. This is im- 
portant guys. The Women and The 
Children are squat compared to the 
surrender of an unalienable right. 
DON’T COMPLY! 

And for those of you who mince, 
“If you haven’t done anything 
wrong you have nothing to fear,” tell 
that to gun owners in Britian, 
Canada and Australia. Those are 
the precise words Commonwealth 
gun owners wished as legislation was 
passed to disarm them. In a just 
world those words would be tatooed 
across the forehead of those who 
mumble them — so they can be 
I identified later. 


A Cow Corralled 

G ood news about the state of 
the Army is hard to come 
by these days. The Resister 
is occasionally criticized as being the 
bearer of only bad news. Frankly, 
we simply observe, analyze and re- 
port. But on occasion good things 
do happen and there are times when 
reason does prevail. And, we are 
pleased to report, there are still 
men — real men, old 
soldiers — left in the 
Army. Not many 
these days, but that 
phenomenon is 
what makes the fol- 
lowing remarkable. 

In the last issue 
we reported that the 
persistent mooing of 
the stray Sergeant 
Mary Montero, 
SIGDET, 3d 
SFG(A), had set the equal oppor- 
tunity zampolit spinning out of con- 
trol in an effort to squash the 
reproduction of 3d Group’s motto, 
“Hard times don’t last, but hard 
men do” on 3d Group’s (previously 
much coveted) re-enlistment good- 
ies. Happily, this time, the effemi- 
nate slobs of the zampolit failed. 

Since “A Cow Mooed” appeared 
in the last issue, Special Forces sol- 
diers conducting physical training, 
upon sighting a support unit forma- 
tion containing females, would start 
lowing as their respective forma- 
tions passed. Such demonstrations 
were outrageous! Somebody had to 
do something about those egregious 
public displays of intolerance. So 
somebody did. 

Command Sergeant’s Major 
Ernest (Mike) Bishop, CSM, 3d 
SFG(A), knew how to put an end 
to such blatant protests. He sent a 
directive down to 3d SFG(A)’s re- 
enlistment office. It stated simply, 
“The motto stays.” 

SGT Mary Montero has been 
rounded up and corralled into a pen 
where she can moo all day and cause 
no further harm. 

Thanks Mike. 

//Signed// 
The Guys 


DON’T SIGN THE 
FORM! Wad it up. 
Throw it away. And 
no matter what they 
say or threaten you 
with keep your mouth 
shut. 
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Combined Federal 
Campaign 

W ell, once again soldiers 
are being “encouraged” 
to donate a portion of 
their paycheck to “charity.” These 
charities, for the most part, are part 
of a web of interconnected social- 
ist, Communist, environmentalist, 
and internationalist organizations 
devoted to destroying America. 
These charities range from the 
Maurice and Jane Sugar Law Cen- 
ter for Economic and Social Justice: 
A Project of the National Lawyers 
Guild (as noted by the House Un- 
American Activities Committee 
“the foremost legal bulwark of the 
Communist Party, its front organi- 
zations, and controlled unions”), to 
Negative Population Growth (an 
organization dedicated to killing 
you because you infect Mother 
Gaia). 

None of that bothers Lieutenant 
General Jack Keane, commander 
XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort 
Bragg. At the CFC “kick-off’ lun- 
cheon held Tuesday, 04 September, 
1997, at the Fort Bragg Officers’ 
Club, he cooed and gurgled about 
giving America’s domestic enemies 
millions, and “encouraged” unit 
CFC representatives to increase 
donations by almost 10 percent this 
year. After an oily eulogy about 
Diana Stewart’s meaningless life, he 
worried himself about The Suffer- 
ing. “Despite the fact we have less 
than five percent unemployment 
there are literally hundreds of thou- 
sands of people who are challenged 
by the existence of life every day,” 
he said. “We have an opportunity 
to help and I know that you will.” 

I don’t know if General Keane 
actually writes his speeches, or if he 
really believes that the charities he 
“encourages” soldiers to “give” to 
exist for any other purpose than to 
advance America’s destruction. 
Maybe he doesn’t have time to 
checkup on the “charities” that fund 
overt imperilment of our lives, lib- 
erty and property. In that case he 
should shut up. If he has checked 


up on those charities, and still en- 
courages soldiers under his com- 
mand to Give, Give, Give, then he 
is encouraging them to contribute 
money to fund organizations in 
contradiction to their oath to de- 
fend the Constitution against all 
enemies, foreign and domestic . 
There’s a word for that: Treason. 

Let’s take a look at some of the 
“charities.” There are about 20 
pages of them in this 
year’s CFC tabloid. 

We’ll just pick a few 
of the most egre- 


gious ones. 

National Council 
of La Raza, states it 
was “established to 
reduce poverty and 
discrimination and 
improve life oppor- 
tunities for Hispanic 
Americans through 
capacity- building 
assistance to support 
and strengthen Hispanic commu- 
nity-based organizations.” La Raza 
is one of three organizations directly 
funded by the Ford Foundation 
(Mexican-American Legal Defense 
Fund and League of United Latin- 
American Citizens are the other 
two) and so thoroughly tied into the 
National Lawyers Guild that they 
exist merely as organizational fronts. 
La Raza is a Communist organiza- 
tion whose goal is the complete dis- 
ruption of U.S. immigration policies 
(as if the U.S. had any). 

Congressional Black Caucus 
Foundation “provides intern, fel- 
lowship, and scholarship programs 
to African Americans pursuing 
public policy careers.” The CBC 
was formed by Reps. Ron Delums 
and George Crockett, both Com- 
munists. CBC’s expressed purpose 
is to tribalize legislation and 
Africanize American politics. Presi- 
dent Clinton’s payoff to CBC for 
their support during the 1992 elec- 
tions was to put their necklacing en- 
dorsing, Communist darling, 
Aristide, back in power in Haiti. 
Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Hugh Shelton, even made 
sure it happened. (A man of integ- 
rity would have resigned. General 


These charities, for the 
most part, are part of a 
web of interconnected 
socialist, Communist, 
environmentalist, and 
internationalist 
organizations devoted 
to destroying America. 


Shelton thought it was a grand 
idea.) 

Servicemembers Legal Defense 
Network sounds promising, doesn’t 
it? Except it is “the sole national le- 
gal aid and watchdog organization 
that assists men and women tar- 
geted by the military’s policy on 
homosexuals.” So if you’re a fag or 
a dyke this one is for you. SLDN is 
also sponsored by the National 
_______ Lawyers Guild and 

another Commu- 
nist-front, the Cen- 
ter for 

Constitutional 
Rights. 

I was going to 
describe more, but 
just reading the 
CFC tabloid makes 
me sick to my stom- 
ach. 

There is one 
worthwhile charity; 
the Special Opera- 
tions Warrior Foundation. From 
their Fall 1997 newsletter SOF 
Link : “The Foundation’s immedi- 
ate priority is to provide scholar- 
ships to the children of SOF 
casualties. Students must demon- 
strate financial need.... Passing 
grades must be maintained.” Sounds 
reasonable to me. CFC agency code 
#2124. Or they can be reached by 
calling 703-802-2182. 


The Zampolit T ake 
in a Show 


Qi 

Oi 


pecial Operations Command 
Equal Opportunity office 
hosted an “extremist” aware- 
ness lecture at the JFK auditorium 
on 28 August, 1997. It was quite 
the affair. The Fayetteville Observer- 
Timesw&s there to squirm in ecstasy 
at the deliverance of yet another 
brainwash, and several local 
Telescreeen stations had camera 
crews present. It seemed like every 
equal opportunity office on Fort 
Bragg had somebody there to record 
the event, and the audience was 
even blessed by the presence of 


38 


Vol. IV, No. 1 


The RESISTER 


Major General Tangney, who nod- 
ded grimly at all the right places in 
the script. 

I got there a little early so I could 
get a good seat. I love brainwashes. 
I’m immune to them so my plea- 
sure is in watching everybody else 
soak them up. I particularly enjoy 
waiting for the designated agitators 
to ask the Right Questions when 
they’re over. They’re usually fe- 
males, or from the Anointed Tribe. 

As I was taking background 
notes I was constantly interrupted 
by EO representatives wanting to 
impel themselves into my privacy. 
EO reps are the Army’s “liberals,” 
so it’s natural for them to vomit 
their life’s story at you when first 
meeting you in expectation that 
you’ll “share too.” There were just 
over a dozen EO reps present, flit- 
ting around making sure everything 
was an ordnung und stelle. My pri- 
vacy was interrupted by all but one 
of them; SFC Kim Hudson, a radi- 
cal leftist who is EO rep for USA 
Special Forces Command, who 
knew better than to interrupt me. 

Now, in these pages Army EO 
reps are referred to as either 
Staatssicherheitsdienst ( Stasi ) or 
zampolit (commissars). Several 
readers have responded, “Davidson, 
you’re overstating their role.” Oh, 
really? 

As I was taking my background 
notes, SFC Hanahan approached, 
introduced himself and, seeing my 
notebook and tape recorder, he said, 
“Yeah, I’m trying to get my com- 
puter set up to record this guy’s 
speech too. 1 have a transcript of his 
speech from last year and I want to 
see if his story has changed.” I 
smiled politely while he eyed my 
tape recorder to see if it was run- 
ning. It wasn’t (my pen was), so he 
continued; “I’ve heard about this 
guy but I’ve never met him. I want 
to see if he’s for real. I’d like to just 
walk up to him and say, ‘Hi, I’m a 
political officer , [!] I’ve read tran- 
scripts of your speeches but wanted 
to meet you in person.’” [Emphasis 
added.] 

“Political officer;” were his 
words. They really do consider 
themselves zampolit . Which fits ex- 


actly their job description, and their 
ties to the Southern Poverty Law 
Center, the Anti-Defamation 
League of B’nai B’rith (which sup- 
plies the Army with the vast bulk 
of its material on “tolerance,” “di- 
versity,” and “extremism,” and the 
NAACP. And don’t forget the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center — who 
provided the guest speaker, “re- 
formed hater” Mr. T.J. Liden. 

Mr. Liden has an interesting his- 
tory and a perfectly memorized 
script that was pol- 
ished to perfection 
by Mr. Mark 
Weitzman, Mr 
Liden’s Simon 
Wiesenthal Center 
Research Depart- 
ment case officer. 

The Simon 

Weisenthal Center 
is the group that 
heads the National 
Task Force on Hate 
and runs the Toler- 
ance Museum in 
Los Angeles. 

The Tolerance 
Museum is a typical 
brainwash center. There are two 
doors into it named “Unprejudiced” 
and “Prejudiced.” Now, if you judge 
people as individuals based on their 
demonstrated behavior and there- 
fore discriminate against them or 
not on that basis, you’d rationally 
chose the “Unprejudiced” door, 
right? Wrong. That door is always 
locked. You’re not permitted to be 
unprejudiced in the Tolerance Mu- 
seum. The only way in (although 
the reason you’d want to go in es- 
capes me) is through the “Prejudice” 
door. So the Tolerance Museum is 
a pretty neat place. The brainwash 
starts before you even get inside. 
The only thing the Simon 
Wiesenthal Center Tolerance Mu- 
seum lacks is a railway platform and 
an arch bearing the words 
D ULDSAMKEIT MACHT FREI 
over its entrance. 

Mr. Weitzman is an interesting 
guy. According to Mr. Weitzman 
anyone who opposed the govern- 
ment compelled abrogation of their 
right to associate freely or to hav- 


ing their children forcibly bussed to 
a ghetto in the name of “integra- 
tion” (at gun point) during the 
1960s were “extremists” who gave 
life to the “anti-civil rights move- 
ment.” Given that Communists and 
their Fellow Travelers ran the en- 
tire “civil rights” movement from its 
inception, Mr. Weitzman’s assess- 
ment of people who resisted it 
makes perfect sense. 

Which also fits in perfectly with 
Simon Wiesenthal Center’s role as 
“consultants to the 
U.S. Army External 
Task Force on Ex- 
tremist Groups” 
which, for all prac- 
tical purposes, is run 
by the Anti-Defa- 
mation League. Mr. 
Weitzman ex- 
plained the Simon 
Wiesenthal Center’s 
contribution to the 
now institutional- 
ized “extremist” 
brainwashes which 
use, almost exclu- 
sively, ADL materi- 
als. Mr. Weitzman 
remarked regrettably, “[The Army] 
didn’t know what to look for.” So 
they helped! — by training the 
zampolit and providing the Chekisti. 
And by shopping around Mr. 
Liden. 

Mr. Liden was quite a catch for 
the Simon Wiesenthal Center Re- 
search Department. Tailor made 
and just at the right time, too! He’s 
a self-described former skinhead, 
which is a big audience draw at Fort 
Bragg given the murder of two Ne- 
gro drug dealers off post by two 
82nd Airborne Division skinheads, 
and the subsequent ADL “advised” 
search for “extremists” in the Army. 
He’s also a former Marine, so he can 
talk to Joes and pepper his speech 
with racial epithets to get minori- 
ties in the audience properly 
warmed-up. He’s also a former 
denizen of the Aryan Nations 
“compound” in Idaho. 

But his ex-wife lives there. With 
his son. You see, Mr. Liden is locked 
in a custody dispute with his ol’ lady. 
The story is that Mr. Liden heard 


The only thing the 
Simon Wiesenthal 
Center T olerance 
Museum lacks is a 
railway platform and 
an arch bearing the 
words 

DULDSAMKEIT 
MACHT FREI over 
its entrance. 
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his three year-old son spout some 
epithets, had a Zen moment, was 
no longer a racist, and decided to 
divorce his wife — all at the same 
time. After two weeks of self-criti- 
cism at the Simon Wiesenthal Cen- 
ter Research Department he was 
ready for public lecture tours on 
behalf of the Simon Wiesenthal 
Center and, thus cleansed, he im- 
proved his chances 
of winning custody — — — 
of his son. The only 
problem is that he 
lost the custody 
hearing. So now he’s 
stuck. 

He can’t go back 
to his Nazi buddies 
because he ratted 
out names and orga- 
nizations. And he — — — 
can’t leave the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center because 
he needs to keep his public image 
squeaky clean so he stands some 
chance at any new custody hearings 
(which can be reopened whenever 
the evidence justifies). 

Zampolit Hanahan at least had 
the good sense to be skeptical of 
sudden conversions. Next time Mr. 
Weitzman comes to Fort Bragg 
with Mr. Liden in tow go see the 
show. It’s very entertaining. 


Just to drive home the 
point, they know 
they’re destroying the 
Army — they just don’t 
want to be criticized 
for it. 


Don’t Tell My Dad! 

W e received an interesting 
bit of information re- 
cently. One of our sup- 
porters approached a gun shop 
owner asking if he would like to 
carry The Resister in his store for 
retail sales. [Resister distributors 
have very agreeable profit margins. 
Beginning with this issue, the profit 
margin for direct distributors is 40 
percent. Write for details. (Yes, that 
was a shameless self-promotion.)] 
At first the owner was agreeable. 
He’d seen some bootlegs, didn’t 
have any argument with The 


Resisters content, but wanted a cur- 
rent issue to show his partners. The 
issue was delivered. 

When our supporter returned to 
close the sale, the gun store owner 
backed out. Not because he dis- 
agreed with the content, or because 
he didn’t think it would sell. (This 
particular gun store could have 
moved perhaps 300 copies per is- 
sue — being directly 
— — “ “ adjacent to an Army 
base — and stood to 
make about $1200 
in sales.) He backed 
out because his store 
is frequented by 
generals. 

“They said they 
don’t like it because 
it airs their dirty 
1 1 ■ i — laundry, then rubs 

their noses in it,” he 
explained. “That’s OK, it’s your 
business,” our supporter said. 

We did, however, think that was 
a pretty interesting admission on 
the part of The Stars. They admit 
they have dirty laundry, they sim- 
ply object to it being “aired” and 
“having [our] noses rubbed in it.” 
In other words, they object to be- 
ing held accountable for their “dirty 
laundry,” and they particularly ob- 
ject to being held publicly account- 
able for what they are intentionally 
doing to the Army. Just to drive 
home the point, they know they’re 
destroying the Army — they just 
don’t want to be criticized for it. 

And just to lay the whip to a dead 
horse, The Stars know what they’re 
doing is wrong, but they haven’t the 
moral courage to oppose it. So it’s 
up to a group of noncommissioned 
officers to show them how. And if 
it works, they of course will take the 
credit for it. If it doesn’t work, 
they’ll say they opposed it all along. 

J.F.A. Davidson 


The Resisters Intelligence 
Requirements 

1) Official documents and substantiated ac- 
counts detailing the subordination of U.S. 
armed forces to United Nations control, with 
particular emphasis on the U.N. Military Staff 
Committee. 

2) Documented proof of CPUS A, or other 
radical left agent of influence, or communist 
sympathizer influence in, and infiltration of, 
local, state and federal government. 

3) Any material pertaining to Operation Al- 
liance and all counter-drug Joint Task Forces, 
with particular emphasis on the militariza- 
tion of local, state and federal law enforce- 
ment agencies and the unconstitutional use 
of federal armed forces to enforce civilian law, 
including AARs. 

4) Official documents pertaining to the “con- 
vergence” ofU.S., Russian and former War- 
saw Pact military, internal security, and law 
enforcement agencies. 

5) Documentation pertaining to the demili- 
tarization of the National Guard and Re- 
serves. 

6) Examples and proof of moral, ethical, and 
personal corruption within the chain of com- 
mand. 

7) Examples, descriptions and indicators of 
breakdowns in order and discipline. 

8) Copies of Army Research Institute and 
Defense Equal Opportunity Management 
Institute questionaires, surveys, studies and 
reports with particular emphasis on females 
in the military. 

9) Copies of Post Regulations and policy let- 
ters. 
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A representative body , composed principally 
of respectable yoemanry is the best possible 
security to liberty. Any law rendering f 
property insecure , would be injurious to them& 
Melancton Smith, 1788 

M 


Every law y or resolution having the 
orce of law , shall relate to but one subjects 
and that shall be expressed in the title. 

Constitution of the 
Confederate States of America 
Article I, section 9, clause 20 


LIST 


WHAT DO THEY 
MEAN BYTHAT? 

The Statement of Policy Defined 

by 

J.F.A. Davidson and D. van Oort 


o 


T he Resister sometimes gets 
correspondence from read- 
ers who question the appro- 
priateness of a term, (for example, 
“collectivism”), or a complex term 
(for example, “tribalist-collectivist”), 
used in these pages to describe an 
activity, organization or individual. 
Now, The Resister has a fairly catho- 
lic readership. So, when a reader 
writes in with an honest question 
about what a specific term means, 
or how it is used in a specific con- 
text, we make an honest effort to 
answer that question by correspon- 
dence (not always in a timely man- 
ner) with the same sincerity and 
politeness, or lack of it, that the 
question is asked. 

We recently received a polite let- 
ter from “J. Madison,” Unit Politi- 
cal Officer of a West coast branch 
of Sons of Liberty, who questioned 
our use of the term “fascist” to de- 
scribe the American “economy” 
(TR V.III, Nos 1&2, “Seed of Fas- 
cism: The Commerce Clause”). 
[Please don't order it, that issue is 
sold out. JFAD] He attached a mis- 
sive written by one “Marvin 
Gardner,” apparently the editor of 
a newsletter called Sons of L iberty 
(Letter #21, dated 11/6/96) who, 


Check Your Premises 

on’t get us wrong. 


D 


Mr. 

Gardner’s analysis was well 
researched, cited, and intel- 
ligently written. Yet, for all that, 
concluding from the 
sources to which he 
referred, he could 
have condensed his 
analysis of the term 
“fascist” into three 
words: “Communist 
swear word.” He 
wasn’t calling The 
Resister Commu- 
nist, but “Commu- 
nist swear word” 


after a 14 paragraph analysis of dic- 
tionary and encyclopedia definitions' 
of “fascism/fascist,” concluded, 
“Until they define their terms, I 
cannot agree with The Resister.” 


...free societies do not 
have “economies” any 
more than the public 
has a “good” or 
thought has a 
“mainstream.” 


swear 

was all his sources had to offer by 
way of explanation, so he therefore 
asked whether The Resister had 
“some hidden agenda” for referring 
to “the economy” as fascistic. 

Normally, we don’t pay that 
much attention to what people have 
to say about The Resister. They ei- 
ther like it, or they don’t. If they 
don’t, well, nobody is forcing them 


to read it. But Mr. Gardner’s state- 
ment, “Until they define their 
terms...” did get our attention for 
the reason that we do assume our 
audience knows what we’re talking 
about. It also caught our attention 
because Mr. Gardner correctly de- 
duced that government regulation 
of “the economy” is a central as- 
pect of fascism — which the article 
in question made quite clear — then 
dismissed that argument because he 
considered that to be “only a minor 
aspect” of fascism. 

Now, you may be wondering; 
“Why did Davidson and van Oort 
put the words ‘the economy’ in quo- 
tation marks?” Excellent question. 
The answer is because free societ- 
ies do not have “economies” any 
more than the public has a “good” 
or thought has a “mainstream.” Free 
societies have busi- 
nesses run by and 
comprised of indi- 
viduals — and a just 
government leaves 
them both alone. 

Although there are 
principles of econom- 
ics (the study of the 
accumulation, loss 
and transfer of 

wealth), there can be 

no such thing as a singular wealth- 
entity, id est , a collectivized phan- 
tom brought about by irrationally 
condensing into one ghostly form 
the multitudinous activities of in- 
dividuals. An “economy” is a phan- 
tom which does not exist, and that 
particular phantom is not what is 
being referred to when collectivists 
use the term. What is being referred 
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to is the individual business activi- 
ties of private people — who you're 
not supposed to notice. In that us- 
age, “the economy” becomes a 
nebulous and nameless thing di- 
vorced from any ties to reality and 
any lives or livelihoods involved. But 
those lives are what must be shack- 
led, harnessed and utterly con- 
trolled. If, for example, the Federal 
Reserve lowers interest rates to 
“grow the economy” — as if “the 
economy” were a single flower in 
Mr. Greenspan’s garden that he 
wished to take credit for — you can 
rest assured further population con- 
trols will result. 

Only those who have not 
thought through the terminology 
they use (and think in), or those 
who are willfully evasive (and there- 
fore evil) can take seriously such ref- 
erences to a singular phantom 
“economy” (or “public good” or 
“mainstream of thought”). And only 
statist governments running herd on 
their collectivized societies can at- 
tempt to institutionalize such phan- 
toms; and only the obedient accept 
them on face value. Thereafter, hav- 
ing submitted to the idea that “the 
economy” exists, individual lives 
and livelihoods must be planned, 
regulated, and managed by govern- 
ment and by it’s central bank mo- 
nopoly — all for the “public good,” 
and all in accordance with the 
Keynesian “mainstream of 
thought.” (If you have the stomach 
for it, try grasping the enormity of 
the evil inherent in the latest Es- 
tablishment slogan, “Global 
economy.”) 

So, Mr. Gardner’s inability to 
deduce a definition of fascism be- 
gan with his unquestioned accep- 
tance of a collectivist premise: that 
“the economy” exists. At that point, 
he chose to attempt to reject the 
necessary corollary of any govern- 
mental attempt to institutionalize a 
phantom; in this case, complete 
governmental regulation of any and 
all individual parts of “the economy” 
which can be concretely identified: 
Those individual lives and liveli- 
hoods we mentioned before. But 
such regulation, Mr. Gardner says, 
is “only a minor aspect” of fascism. 


The only way Mr. Gardner could 
arrive at that conclusion was to base 
it on a false premise. (Were going 
to give Mr. Gardner the benefit of 
the doubt, and as- 
sume the foregoing. 

The alternative, the 
psychopathology of 
a chronic evader, did 
not appear evident 
in his essay.) The 
logic of illogic is 
such that a false 
premise prevents 
correction of errone- 
ous conclusions so 
long as that false 
premise serves as 
their base. No mat- 
ter the twists and 
turns one executes in 
trying to make that 
conclusion fit with a contrary real- 
ity, it cannot be made to fit while 
its base tells it one thing and reality 
tells it another. 

Government regulation of prop- 
erty (especially that which is osten- 
sibly owned privately) is. the 
definition of the economic aspect of 
fascism, and that is what was prac- 
ticed openly, gleefully and most 
notably by Hitler in Germany and 
Mussolini in Italy. Such regulation 
is not an “aspect” which can be 
shorn from the facts or from the 
definition of “fascism.” In fact, a 
tiny bit of etymological research in 
a pre- 1960s dictionary reveals that 
the term “fascism” derives from 
“Fascisti,” a group of Italian nation- 
alists whose principles became syn- 
onymous with the state under the rule 
of Mussolini. 

Now, the intent of the above 
wasn’t to criticize Mr. Gardner. 
We’re simply pointing out the ne- 
cessity of continuously checking 
your premises. The essence of col- 
lectivism is irrationality. Collectiv- 
ist irrationality creates such 
phantoms as “economies.” Collec- 
tivist governments intentionally in- 
stitutionalize irrationalities. And 
collectivist organizations willfully 
irrationalize language in order to 
prevent identification of their actual 
goals. Such collectivist phrases as 
“the economy,” when accepted by 


otherwise rational people who in- 
tend to argue against collectivism, 
must necessarily result in the cor- 
ruption, and ultimate collapse into 
mysticism (and con- 
sequent 
subsumption by col- 
lectivists), of their 
anti-collectivist pre- 
mises. If you’ve ever 
wondered why our 
Bolshevik and 
Menshevik (Demo- 
crat and Republi- 
can) political parties 
differ only in the 
timing of the full 
implementation of 
socialism, it’s be- 
cause both parties 
accept — and use — 
the same lexicon 
and philolosophisms. 

Aluminum Foil Hats... 

T hen there’s the “patriot 
movement.” There is an 
amusing little smear being 
circulated among those whom we 
lovingly refer to as “the aluminum 
foil hat crowd.” The Resister, accord- 
ing to the “hatters,” is a government 
conspiracy to entrap patriots, or as 
they phrase it, a “Trojan horse” 
(they mean “false flag”). Some of 
these mystics even go so far as to 
claim that Special Forces Under- 
ground (for whom The Resister gives 
voice) is part of a re-animated Phoe- 
nix Program — run by the CIA of 
course — and that when “It” (their 
implication for open rebellion — 
against what or who is never explic- 
itly denoted) happens, the leaders of 
all their leaderless cells will be tar- 
geted for kidnapping and assassina- 
tion. Why anybody would bother to 
do so remains unanswered. 

One self-appointed leader acci- 
dentally ripped her aluminum foil 
hat — allowing the Bad Rays to en- 
ter her brain — and she stated with 
confidence that The Resister is pub- 
lished by a retired CIA guy in Geor- 
gia. What is her proof? She’s a 
mystic, so she doesn’t need proof. 
She “just knows.” 

The “hatters” are so busy look- 
ing for informers in their ranks, and 


...only statist 
governments running 
herd on their 
collectivized societies 
can attempt to 
institutionalize 
[“economies”]; and 
only the obedient 
accept them on face 
value. 
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questioning each others’ motives, 
that they cannot coalesce. The feds, 
of course, think that’s wonderful. As 
a Justice Department speaker at a 
Association of Former Intelligence 
Officers counterterrorism confer- 
ence in McLean, Virginia, quipped 
last year, “the patriot and militia 
movement is mostly harmless.” (We 
could not discern if the speaker was 
a fan of Douglas Adams.) 

Leftist aluminum foil hat smears 
against The Resister originate from 
economic extortion and political 
blackmail gangs run by professional 
victim pull-peddlers, such as the 
National Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Colored People, 
Southern Poverty Law Center and 
the Anti-Defamation League (an 
oxymoron) of B’nai B’rith. Other 
“non-partisan” (which means col- 
lectivist) “civil rights” (which means 
opposed to individual rights) pres- 
sure groups have hitchhiked on the 
Gang-of Three’s rhetoric from 
time-to-time when they need to 
fleece some quick cash from stupid, 
“caring,” Dewey Camp (public 
school) refugees who get their news 
from the Telescreen. 

To these collectivists The Resister 
is “proof’ that the Army is shot- 
through with “white” (they mean 
non-self-sacrificing) “supremacist” 
(they mean self-confident) “racist” 
(they mean undeceivably 
colorblind) “extremist” (they mean 
principled and uncompromising) 
men (they mean those guilty of the 
unpardonable sin of not being fag- 
gots or feminists). Of course, The 
Resister and SFU may wish the 
above were true, but we know that 
our wishes do not alter reality, so 
we will continue publishing until 
the foregoing is the case. But, that 
simply illustrates the difference be- 
tween our methodology and the 
collectivists’ methodology. The col- 
lectivist scam is to advance alarmist 
hysterics designed to bilk tens-of- 
millions from Dewey Camp refu- 
gees who have more money than 
intelligence, while providing “ex- 
perts” to “news” programs whose 
talking heads grimly nod and purse 
their lips at All The Right Places in 


the scripts those groups provide 
them. We just tell the truth. 

...And the Heads Under Them 

A n active duty Department of 
the Navy supporter of The 
Resister recently attended a 
militia conference strictly as an ob- 
server. When he asked self-ap- 
pointed “generals” what they 
thought about The Resister they, for 
the most part, said they did not care 
for it because, “\The Resister ] said 
[the militia] were just so much can- 
non-fodder.” 

Not true. What we did say was 
that the so-called militias would not 
last a month against the standing 
army. Apparently, 
a single truthful, 
historically accurate 
sentence hurt their 
feelings sufficiently 
that, prima facie , 
they discount The 
Resister. Which is 
no loss (actually, a 
relief) to us, but 
does put the lie to 
the SPLC and 
ADL panic mon- 
gers’ “concerns” 
about “extremist” 
penetration of the 
military. 

So, if the “alu- 
minum foil hat 
crowd” (who feel 
it’s a CIA false flag 
operation) don’t 
like The Resister , 
and self-appointed 
“militia leaders” 

(who, as individu- 
als, object to being 
held accountable for the logical con- 
sequences of wanting a free lunch) 
don’t like it, and tribalist-collectiv- 
ists (who squawk “racist” like par- 
rots every time their extortion scam 
is exposed) don’t like it, and oppor- 
tunistic blackmail gangs (who 
haven’t accused The Resister of be- 
ing “anti-Semitic” — yet) don’t like 
it, and Department of Defense ni- 
hilists (who find themselves im- 
paled upon their own 1960s’ era 
appease-the-Communists regula- 


tions) don’t like it — who does like 
The Re sis ter} 

Who Cares? 

T he answer to that question 
rests in identifying the com- 
mon denominator among 
the aforementioned groups, then 
identifying those who stand in op- 
position to that common denomi- 
nator on moral principle. In other 
words: Who opposes that common 
denominator on moral grounds 
simply because it exists? 

The clue to identifying the com- 
mon denominator among such dis- 
parate groups is revealed in the 
mainstream media. Generally, 
when denouncing 
The Resister, the 
media reprints our 
statement of edito- 
rial policy. They 
don’t do this to de- 
nounce the ideas 
presented in The 
Resister contrasted 
against their objec- 
tions to those 
ideas. They reprint 
the statement of 
policy as a blanket 
denouncement of the 
statement of policy\ 
This denounce- 
ment is almost al- 
ways juxtaposed 
with the gratuitous 
collectivist swear 
word “racist,” and 
the time honored 
and undefinable 
Communist anti- 
concept “extremist” 
(both being argu- 
ments-from-intimidation designed 
to both shut up and shut down their 
opposition, without any examina- 
tion of our ideas ever taking place). 

The only consistency that has 
derived from the media’s denounce- 
ment of The Resister s statement of 
policy is that, upon reading it, we 
get bags of mail from individuals 
who, having read the statement of 
policy, subscribe saying they agree 
with it. Because the statement of 
policy explicitly denounces any col- 
lectivist ideology, the common de- 
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nominator among groups that dis- 
like The Resister is their adherence, 
in one form or another, to collec- 
tivism. 

For the simple reason that our 
opponents never explicitly define 
what about The Resister they find 
objectionable, we present our state- 
ment of policy below — in detail — 
to demonstrate exactly why our 
opponents are never explicit. There- 
fore, the following definitions ex- 
press exactly what The Resister 
stands for, what it opposes, and 
why. 

WHATTHE RESISTER 
ADVOCATES 

W ords are symbols that ex- 
press concepts. Concepts 
are mental integrations 
of two or more concretes which 
have the same distinguishing char- 
acteristics, but with their particular 
measurements unspecified. Distin- 
guishing characteristics are those 
attributes of a concrete which liter- 
ally allow man to distinguish it, and 
others like it, from everything else. 
Thus when a word is used in The 
Resister it has no other meaning 
than what it explicitly represents; in 
other words, we mean precisely 
what we say. 

Individual Rights 

N o other rights exist. Indi- 
vidual rights are often re- 
ferred to in The Resister as 
“unalienable rights,” “true rights” or 
“natural rights” or “fundamental 
rights,” or simply “rights.” There 
are, and never can be, any rights 
other than those belonging to the 
individual. 

You have the right to your own 
life, to live free of coercion, and to 
pursue your own happiness (acqui- 
sition, use and disposal of property). 
As used in The Resister, an 
individual’s exercise of his funda- 
mental rights neither obligates nor 
coerces any other individual, who is 
exercising his identical rights, to do 
anything other than not interfere in 
the other person’s exercise of his 
rights. (In political philosophy, in- 
dividual rights are called “negative” 
rights, i.e., incurring no obligation 


on others: Some examples; a man 
has the right to express his ideas, 
but he has no right to compel oth- 
ers to listen; or a man has the right 
to offer his labor, but he has no right 
to a job; or a man has a right to seek 
education, but he 
has no right to “an 
education.”) 

Individuals nei- 
ther gain nor lose 
rights by belonging 
to an organization 
or group because a 
group is an aggre- 
gate of individuals, 
not a self-existing 
singularity. “Need” 
cannot be construed 
as a right. There is 
no “right” to food, 
housing, education, work, medical 
care, or any other parasitic welfare 
program for the simple reason that 
somebody else must be coerced (i.e., 
be forced to sacrifice their life, lib- 
erty, or property) to provide those 
things. 

Objectionable is the term “con- 
stitutional rights.” This connotes 
that rights derive from the Consti- 
tution, and are not simply enumer- 
ated therein. 

Particularly objectionable is the 
term “civil rights.” This once had a 
legitimate concrete definition de- 
scribing those individual and 
American common law rights ap- 
pertaining the acquisition, use, and 
disposal of property — and the soci- 
etal privileges (i.e., voting) and ob- 
ligations (i.e., jury duty) derived and 
resulting therefrom. The term “civil 
rights” was expropriated by collec- 
tivists — exploiting that execration, 
the 14th amendment — who twisted 
the concept “civil rights” into an 
anti-concept meaning the utter ab- 
rogation of the natural right to ac- 
quire, use, and dispose of property 
and to associate — or not — with 
those whom an individual chooses 
of his own free will. The most egre- 
gious, deliberate assault on indi- 
vidual rights, liberty, and property 
in this nation’s history was the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, and its legisla- 
tive progeny. 


We will never acknowledge le- 
gitimacy of the term “human rights” 
(as opposed to what, exactly?) The 
term “human rights” is a Commu- 
nist construct invented solely for the 
purpose of opposing property rights 
and thereby “legiti- 
mizing” the theft of 
not only property, 
but also the extinc- 
tion of self-determi- 
nation. Witness the 
“civil rights move- 
ment” slogan, “Hu- 
man Rights Over 
Property Rights!” 
The United Nations 
Declaration of Hu- 
man Rights is col- 
lectivist filth and a 
blatant internation- 
alist assault on true individual 
rights. 

Strict Constitutionalism 

T he Resister is edited and pub- 
lished by active duty and re- 
tired Special Forces soldiers. 
We took a solemn oath to uphold 
and defend the Constitution of the 
United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic. That oath 
explicitly demands that the philo- 
sophical principles from which the 
Constitution was derived — the con- 
comitants of individual liberty, lim- 
ited republican government, and 
laissez-faire capitalism — must also 
be upheld and defended (or the 
Constitution, and our oath to de- 
fend it, have no meaning), regret- 
tably, as it turns out, from our own 
federal government. Foreign en- 
emies are easy to identify and kill. 
The true threat to America resides 
in its domestic enemies. 

The Resister recognizes no inter- 
pretation of the Constitution and 
Bill of Rights, or their intent, other 
than those of the Framers and au- 
thors of the Constitution, and com- 
mentaries in agreement with the 
Framers and authors of the Con- 
stitution whose works antedate the 
War for Southern Independence. 
The Resister holds illegitimate and 
repugnant to the Constitution the 
11th and 12th Amendments, and 
all amendments to the Constitution 


The Constitution is 
written objective law. 

It is not a “living 
document” subject to 
change by the personal 
subjective whims of 
the Nine Robed 
Dictators. 
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postdating the “Civil War.” Su- 
preme Court decisions on issues of 
constitutionality are null as the Su- 
preme Court has no constitutional 
authority to “interpret” the Consti- 
tution. The Constitution is written 
objective law. It is not a “living 
document” subject to change by the 
personal subjective whims of the 
Nine Robed Dictators. 

The Resister adheres to the prin- 
ciple that the several States are sov- 
ereign republics in all powers not 
specifically delegated to the general 
government in the Constitution, 
that individuals are citizens of their 
respective States, and citizens of 
America only generally. The Con- 
stitution, as written and intended, 
does not bind the several states in 
matters not delegated to Congress, 
nor does it bind individuals — it 
binds the federal government. 

Limited Government 

G overnment, simply defined, 
is delegated force. People 
jealous of their lives, liberty 
and property, delegate to govern- 
ment only those powers necessary 
to defend them from external 
threats, to protect their individual 
rights (the national government), 
and to protect them from domestic 
force and fraud (local and state gov- 
ernment). Legitimate government 
may exercise only those powers del- 
egated to it. Where the original fed- 
eral and state constitutions are silent , 
government has no authority. 

When government exceeds its 
delegated authority it must be re- 
sisted. The quote from The Resister s 
editorial page masthead, “No man’s 
life, liberty, or property is safe while 
the legislature is in session,” is not 
a pithy slogan — it is an axiom. 

Patriotism 

I t was discovered early on that 
The Resister couldn’t communi- 
cate the simple concept of “le- 
gitimate interests abroad which tan- 
gibly benefit Americans” in 
anything less than a descriptive sen- 
tence. Words which should have 
communicated that, or which once 
did, (patriotism) had been twisted 
and perverted into anti-concepts 


(isolationism) by altruists and nihil- 
ists. “Legitimate interests abroad 
which tangibly benefit Americans” 
we therefore resurrect as Patriotism 
in its original meaning. A patriot is 
“A person who loves his country, 
and zealously supports and defend 
it and its interests.” [An American 
Dictionary of the English Language , 
Noah Webster, 1832.] This term 
exactly describes our unwillingness 
to self-immolate around the world 
and stands in contradistinction to 
internationalism (which demands 
national self-immolation.) 

The Resister stands on the prin- 
ciple that American 
foreign policy must 
be devoted solely to 
America’s national 
self-interests, that it 
repudiate all foreign 
“aid” and it must 
refuse to expend our 
national treasure, 
national resources, or sacrifice our 
military, in the service of “others.” 

Laissez-Faire Capitalism 

W hen we speak about 
“capitalism” we mean 
uncontrolled, unre- 
strained, unregulated laissez-faire. 
Laissez-faire necessarily means the 
separation of the state and econom- 
ics, a gold standard and specie cur- 
rency, private banking, private 
ownership of property, and that all 
human relationships are voluntary. 
Laissez-faire capitalism is the only 
economic system that guarantees 
individual rights and liberty because 
only laissez-faire bans the use of 
force in relationships between men. 

Repub licanism 

'T'he American system of gov- 
ernment was founded as a 
JL Constitutional Republic, not 
a democracy. Democracy necessar- 
ily means unlimited majority rule. 
Democracy is a form of collectiv- 
ism which denies the rights of the 
smallest minority — the individual. 
By design, our constitutional repub- 
lic limited majority rule to lesser de- 
tails, such as electing representatives 
who served for only brief periods. 
But the majority had no say in the 


principles governing the govern- 
ment, nor did their representatives 
have the power to legislate the in- 
fringement of individual rights. 

Republicanism protects indi- 
vidual rights by separating the leg- 
islative, judicial and executive 
powers of government. The govern- 
ment of the Constitutional Repub- 
lic was designed to ensure legislative 
“gridlock” under all but the most 
pressing national emergencies (i.e., 
invasion or insurrection.) Republi- 
canism further protects individual 
rights by limiting suffrage to the ra- 
tional, the educated, the mature, 
and the productive. 
Voting is a deriva- 
tive right, not a fun- 
damental right. 

Popular represen- 
tation of those quali- 
fied to vote was 
limited to the House 
of Representatives. 
The states were equally represented 
by senators elected by state legisla- 
tures. The president was elected by 
the electoral college, which was in- 
tended to be chosen by states’ leg- 
islatures in any manner they saw fit, 
and electors were expected to make 
their votes for president based on 
their individual determinations 
(meaning: their individual judg- 
ment) without regard to outside in- 
fluences. The Resister advocates 
marginalizing political parties. 

It is a matter of historical record 
that the collectivists’ assault on 
laissez-faire and republican govern- 
ment began with party politics and 
demands for universal suffrage. 

WHATTHE RESISTER 
OPPOSES 

T he majority of ideas and con- 
cepts rejected by The Resister 
are logical derivatives of a 
single ageless evil: Altruism. They 
were split into concretes in the 
statement of editorial policy for edi- 
torial ease. 

Altruism 

T he premise of altruism denies 
that man has a right to exist 
for his own sake. Altruism 
posits that man exists only to serve 


When government 
exceeds its delegated 
authority it must be 
resisted. 
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“others” and that any man’s life is 
forfeit to the first “other” who 
makes a demand upon it. The indi- 
visible primary of altruism is self- 
sacrifice; self is considered evil, and 
immolation of self is held as good. 
Altruism is a “moral code” fit only 
for and advocated only by canni- 
bals — or by those willing to be eaten 
by them — and results only in death. 

In fact, man’s very nature requires 
that he serve his own needs as best 
determined by his own rational 
judgment. To do anything less is to 
put his survival into the hands of 
others or random chance. Thus, al- 
truism is a false doctrine. As such, 
it can only be “justified” by appeals 
to the mystic fog of feelings, the 
insufferable twists of a dialectic, or 
the arbitrarily asserted proclama- 
tions of divine revelation. These 
serve equally as the rationalizations 
of a petty thief, and the tyranny of 
a dictatorship. 

Collectivism 

C ollectivism is a necessary 
corollary and social exten- 
sion of altruism. Collectiv- 
ism is the subordination and subju- 
gation of the individual to the 
group, tribe, race, class, society, or 
the state. Collectivism is the utter 
negation of the individual. The cen- 
tral premise of collectivism is that 
man’s thoughts and actions must 
serve “the common good.” The col- 
lective (of any size) is reality and 
self-sacrifice to the collective is the 
only “value” man has in society. 

Because a collective is not a real 
entity, it logically depends upon 
mysticism to lend it existence — and 
even then only as a phantom. Col- 
lectives are always conceived by elite 
intelligentsia of mystics of mind 
who claim to be endowed with 
magical insight that transcends logic 
and reality. They in turn provide 
rationales for the dictators (mystics 
of muscle) whose only truthful claim 
is that they are endowed with the 
might to enforce their whims on 
innocent victims. Collectivism pos- 
its that the individual is a non-en- 
tity, voluntary associations among 
individuals are “anti-social,” man’s 
life belongs to the group, and that 


the group may sacrifice him for the 
“good of the whole.” 

Statism 

W hereas collectivism is the 
social implementation of 
altruism, statism is the 
political implemen- ____^_ 
tation of it. The 
premise of statism is 
that a man’s life, 
work, and creative 
effort belong to the 
state, and that the 
state may dispose of 
a man’s productive 
efforts, or his very 
life, in any manner 
the state sees fit. A 
statist believes that 
some men have the 
right to coerce oth- 
ers. Statism reduces 
government to a criminal gang 
which uses “law” to rationalize its 
“right” to initiate physical force 
against its citizens. Why, or for 
what reason, against whom, for 
whose benefit, are irrelevant ques- 
tions nobody is permitted to ask — 
but for which “the public good” is 
proffered as the unsolicited answer. 

- Because altruism is a “moral 
code” of self-immolation, to imple- 
ment it requires that a government 
possess sufficient compulsory force 
to sacrifice any individuals who do 
not care to sacrifice themselves. 
Thus, the essential nature of stat- 
ism is offense against the individual 
(witness Ruby Ridge). The essen- 
tial element of statism is brute 
physical force. The sky’s the limit 
on each (witness Waco). 

Socialism 

* I me premise of socialism is 
that a man’s life, work, and 
J. creativity belong to society at 
large, and that these are merely dis- 
tributed by the state. A socialist be- 
lieves that man’s sole reason to exist 
is to serve society, and that society 
may dispose of a man at its whim 
to serve any collective “good.” So- 
cialism denies the existence of prop- 
erty rights. The use and disposition 
of property belong to “society,” and 


Democracy denies an 
individuals 
fundamental rights 
because in practice the 
only standard of right 
or wrong is what the 
majority decide 
because the majority 
decided. 


production and distribution belong 
to the state (read government). 

Socialists have concrete-bound 
mentalities unwilling or unable to 
think in principles. Their social 
contention is that outward obedi- 
ence and conformity will bring 
______ egalitarianism, and 

their economic con- 
tention is that 
wealth is static, ex- 
isting only in a fixed 
unchangeable quan- 
tity, rather than be- 
ing created at will by 
man. The only dis- 
tinction between a 
democracy, a wel- 
fare state, a fascist 
state, or a commu- 
nist state, is the time 
required for each to 
evolve from their 


predecessors. 

Unlimited Democracy: A form 
of collectivism that is the doctrine 
of unlimited majority rule 
(ochlocracy). Democracy is a form 
of collectivism that sacrifices the 
rights of the smallest minority — the 
individual — to the largest among 
the various majorities — the group, 
the gang, the tribe — and does so on 
the unforgivable and ancient 
premise of animals: that might (in 
numbers) makes right (in policy). 

In an unlimited democracy one’s 
life, liberty and property are at the 
mercy of any gang that can muster 
a majority vote to take your life, lib- 
erty, and property away for any pur- 
pose. Democracy denies an 
individual’s fundamental rights be- 
cause in practice the only standard 
of right or wrong is what the ma- 
jority decide because the majority 
decided. This, in turn, forces men 
into adversarial groups, each vying 
to be the first to rob and destroy 
before they are robbed or destroyed. 
In a democracy, government is om- 
nipotent, law is subjective, “moral- 
ity” is the majority’s whim of the 
moment, and paranoia is the result- 
ing psychological condition. 

Democracy is a form of totalitari- 
anism, not freedom. Democracy is 
literally “the tyranny of the major- 
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ity.” Those who advocate it do so 
as another method of installing just 
such a tyranny — intending them- 
selves to be the majority. This is 
evidenced by their constant claims 
that they are already the majority, 
and that the rest of us had better 
simply live with that fact — or else. 

Welfare Statism: Also referred 
to as a “mixed economy.” A mixed 
economy is a compromise between 
freedom and dictatorship; between 
capitalism and socialism, property 
and “public need,” liberty and gov- 
ernment control and regulation, 
between the fundamental right of 
the individual to live, and his sacri- 
fice to the “needs” of a constantly 
fluctuating temporary majority. 
There are no standards, fixed rules 
or objective law in a mixed 
economy — only “consensus” and 
“bi-partisanship.” 

A mixed economy presents a fa- 
cade of political stability and order 
that conceals the economic chaos of 
rival special interest groups, pressure 
groups, tribes, and political robber 
gangs who engage in an internecine 
war of looting and draining the pro- 
ductive components of society and 
the nation. The only possible means 
of existing in a mixed economy is 
the compromise of virtue, value, and 
morality, to the first gang that of- 
fers protection and “pull.” 

Mixed economies always degen- 
erate into totalitarianism. Welfare 
statists are not always socialist and 
do not always advocate “public” 
control of property. They plead that 
they simply want government to 
regulate property use and disposal 
for the “public good.” That is the 
defining characteristic of fascism. 
The United States is rapidly com- 
ing to the end of its transition from 
a welfare state to blatant fascism. 

Fascism: A form of socialism 
that permits the pretense of prop- 
erty acquisition, use and disposal, 
but reserves to the government the 
regulation of property use and dis- 
posal for the “public good.” Thus 
government holds the ‘economical,’ 
political and legal power of life and 
death over its citizens. 


Fascism relies upon mystic rev- 
elations to lend socialism credibil- 
ity. Individual existence is denied, 
and selfless service to the state, God, 
das Volk, or race, is held as the stan- 
dard of “value.” Under fascism, “the 
economy” must serve “the nation.” 

The Resister has said before that 
America is fast approaching fascism 
(albeit with communistic social un- 
dercurrents) more than outright 
communism, although the latter 
obscenity abounds in our modern 
dunghill of irrationality — academia. 

The primary evidence is the fact 
that every tenet of every philosophy 
opposed by The Resister — every 
statement that reality is unknow- 
able, that reason is impotent, that 
self-interest is evil, 
and that freedom is 
detrimental — is ac- 
cepted almost 
wholly in America, 
and was accepted 
without question in 
Nazi Germany. 

The secondary 
evidence is that, as a 
result of these phi- 
losophies clashing 
with the individual- 
ist philosophy of the Founders, the 
United States government almost 
never attempts to usurp formal 
ownership of private property, but 
instead attempts, and succeeds 
hourly, in usurping every control 
that defines the very concept of 
property ownership. 

The tertiary evidence is found in 
a uniquely American inversion of 
historical fascism. Not as American 
nationalism, but in the fact that 
America is increasingly anti- nation- 
alist, which means our “progressive” 
intellectuals, politicians, “liberals,” 
and other parasites, still hold the 
nation as the collective standard of 
value, but differ from classic fascists 
in declaring that America is devoid 
of value . 

The quaternary evidence is be- 
coming increasingly apparent in a 
similar inversion: The fact that 
America’s future ubermensch — the 
formal collectors of our demanded 
sacrifice — are defined racially; the 


inversion being, the sacrifice collec- 
tors are anybody who is not white. 

To reach a level of fascism worse 
than Nazi Germany’s, a fascism that 
does not camouflage it’s nihilism 
with pretenses of national or racial 
value, but which openly flaunts ni- 
hilism as an end unto itself, America 
lacks only a leader — and time. And 
“a leader” is precisely what so many 
Americans continue to stupidly 
scream for. 

Communism: Communists are 
materialist neo-mystics who substi- 
tute “scientifically” conditioned re- 
flexes for divine revelations. 
Communism is the complete nega- 
tion of individuality in all things. Its 
fixed premises are 
sameness, obedi- 
ence, and confor- 
mity. This is 
accomplished by 
universal servitude 
to the state. In eco- 
nomics, communists 
contend that wealth 
exists only in astatic 
quantity, therefore 
one man’s success 
must result in an- 
other man’s failure, therefore prop- 
erty, which is the manifestation of 
success, is anathema to “society,” 
and therefore no man may own 
property. In politics, communists 
hold social egalitarianism as the ul- 
timate “value.” In ethics, commu- 
nists (correctly) hold altruism as the 
code necessary to produce commu- 
nist egalitarianism, and they have no 
qualms about forcibly sacrificing the 
man who does not sacrifice himself. 

Racism 

R acism is primitive collective 
mysticism. It’s premise is 
that an individual’s political 
worth and moral significance are a 
product of his genealogy, and that 
individuals are to be judged, not by 
their individual character and ac- 
tions, but the character and actions 
of their collective ancestors. Racism 
further contends that the content of 
a man’s mind — his values, beliefs, 
and personal character — are inher- 
ited. Racism denies volition and 


Communism is the 
complete negation of 
individuality in all 
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premises are sameness, 
obedience, and 
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reason and posits that these are 
chemically determined. 

While other forms of collectivism 
require a semi-conceptual level of 
information about a man (such as 
economic status or birthplace) be- 
fore reverting to perceptual-level 
judgment of that information (“us 
or them”), only racism requires 
nothing but the perceptual-level 
information that can be gathered by 
anybody: outward appearance. 


Tribalism 

T ribalism is symptomatic of an 
anti-conceptual mentality. 
Tribalism is the opiate of the 
passive mind which considers itself 
intellectually impotent and morally 
unimportant, and therefore is not 
only compelled to join a group, but 
due to its perceived inability to 
judge the merits of available groups, 
absolves itself of the responsibility 
of judgment altogether and settles 
for an unchosen group based on fac- 
tors over which it has no control — 
the place of birth, the relatives, or 
the race. There are two tribalist pre- 
mises; political and economic. 

Political tribalism is the con- 
comitant of irrationalism and col- 
lectivism. Tribalism is the logical 
consequence of modern philosophy, 
which teaches that reason is not rel- 
evant, the individual is helpless, 
morality is subjective, man has no 
rights other than those granted by 
the state, and that a man is nothing 
and the group is the standard of ex- 
istence. Tribalism depends upon an 
arrested intellect, altruism, and self- 
sacrificing surrender to the group or 
adopted tribe — which is held as the 
only protection against an “un- 
knowable” reality. 

Economic tribalism, also referred 
to as tribal-collectivism, is the no- 
tion that a man’s productive effort, 
creativity and wealth are the prop- 
erty of the group, or the tribe, or 
society, and that everybody has a 
“right” to “share” it. Tribal-collec- 
tivism further contends that “the 
common good,” “the consumer,” or 
the “responsible use” of resources is 
the purpose of productive activity. 


Internationalism 

I nternationalism is altruism 
taken to its inevitable ex- 
treme — the self-immolation of 
America. Internationalism is the 
notion that America, due to its 
prosperity, “owes something” to the 
rest of the world and that America 
has a “duty” and a “responsibility” 
and the “obligation” to provide that 
“something.” Taken to its unspo- 
ken (and unspeakable) logical con- 
clusion, the “obligation” that 
inheres internation- 
alism, contends it is 
America’s “duty” to 
provide to the world 
the minds of 
America’s most cre- 
ative and productive 
individuals, who are 
sacrifice to any fly 
covered Third 
World skeleton 
squatting in her own 
filth and holding out 
her hand in “need.” 

Our foreign 

policy is an extended _____ 
welfare program, a 
mixed economy of production and 
suicide, consisting of an unstable 
compromise between facts of real- 
ity and flights of fancy, between rea- 
son and unreason, between 
individualism and altmism, and be- 
tween freedom and controls — the 
freedom of our remaining sover- 
eignty, and the controls of our in- 
creasingly demanding United 
Nations masters of African, Asian, 
and South American looters. The 
U.N. stands for nothing less than 
the “right” of some African bureau- 
crat to rule on the disposition of 
your life, liberty, and property — for 
the “good of humanity,” (this time) 
of course. 

Internationalism is cultural egali- 
tarianism. Internationalists posit 
that any culture, no matter how ad- 
vanced or primitive, has equal value. 
Internationalists believe that 
America’s prosperity was attained at 
the expense of “others,” thereby 
somehow depriving those “others” 
of their “right” to succeed. Interna- 
tionalism is, therefore, by defini- 
tion, communistic. (Why does 


The U.N. stands for 
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nobody in the military question 
why, for the past 65 years, the U.S. 
State Department — as a policy — 
seeks “multilateral” conciliation and 
compromise with Communists?) 

The so-called New World Or- 
der is a manifestation of interna- 
tionalism. Its central construct is 
that no compromise, no appease- 
ment, no debasement in executing 
our “responsibility” to self-immo- 
late around the world, is too great 
for America to bear — or African 
savages, Asian peas- 
ants, or South 
American serfs to 
exploit. 

The New World 
Order defines the 
scope and content of 
extra-constitutional 
federal “law” which 
must be enacted un- 
der Article VI to 
conform with inter- 
national treaties 
made by the execu- 
tive branch with 
______ peasants, barbarians 

and savages. It is the 
notion that America will willingly 
self-immolate and “level” itself with 
the rest of the world. 
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Pull Politics 

Iso known as “lobbying.” 
Political pull is the manifes- 
ation of democracy in ac- 
tion — a natural, inevitable, and 
logical consequence of a mixed 
economy. Lobbying is the overt ex- 
ercise of influence peddling for the 
expressed purpose of gaining politi- 
cal “favor” for some tribe or gang, 
or for the advocacy of “legislation” 
proffered by altruists, collectivists, 
or “public interest” groups. 

The exercise of pull politics de- 
pends upon ever expanding govern- 
ment agencies and ever increasing 
volumes of subjective, undefined, 
undefinable, arbitrary “laws” and 
regulations. Pull peddling is the 
tribal politics of parasites, favor 
seekers, the corrupt, and the greedy 
for the unearned. It intentionally 
victimizes the productive, indepen- 
dent, honest, and self-sufficient. 
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RACE, NATION AND 
T HE SOLDIE R 

Wellington’s Secret Weapon 


The qualities that gave rise to a great martial tradition 


by 


Steven Schwamenfeld 


W hat accounts for the ex- 
traordinary expansion of 
British power in the 1 8th 
and 19th centuries? Most “respect- 
able” academics offer economic rea- 
sons for British success against 
European powers, and take the view 
that Western technological superi- 
ority accounts for colonial expan- 
sion. My study of the British army 
of the Napoleonic era suggests a 
different explanation: the moral 
power of the British soldier, as 
manifested in his devotion to his 
regiment, to his nation and — when 
he was fighting colonial wars — to 
his race. Patriotic conviction to- 
gether with contempt for foreign- 
ers made the average British soldier 
the best in the world. 

The Invincible Duke 

T he British army under the 
command of the Duke of 
Wellington won 15 general 
engagements between 1808 and 
1815 without suffering a single de- 
feat. Its victories shattered the myth 
of French invincibility and inspired 
the resistance of the other European 
nations. 

The most sincere assessment of 
British arms came from the enemy. 
The French marshal Nicolas Soult 
described the victors after his de- 
feat at Albuera in 1811 with rueful 


Mr. Schwamenfeld is a 
writer living in Dundee , New 
York. He holds an MA in Eu- 
ropean history. 


sarcasm: “[TJhere is no beating 
these troops in spite of their gener- 
als. I always thought they were bad 
soldiers; now I am sure of it. I had 
turned their right, pierced their cen- 
ter and everywhere victory was 
mine, but they did not know how 
to run.” Another French observers, 
General Chambray, praised the 
British infantry for its “orderliness-, 
impetus and resolution to fight with 
the bayonet.” __ 

A Prussian ob- 
server left this de- 
scription of 

Wellington's army: 

“For a battle, 
there is not perhaps 
in Europe an army 
equal to the British, 
that is to say none 
whose tuition, disci- 
pline, and whole 
military tendency, is so purely and 
exclusively calculated to giving 
battle. The British soldier is vigor- 
ous, well-fed, by nature highly brave 
and intrepid, trained to the most 
rigorous discipline and admirably 
well-armed. The infantry resist the 
attack of cavalry with great confi- 
dence, and when taken in the flank 
or rear, British troops are less dis- 
concerted than any other European 
Army.” 

Although it is the Duke of 
Wellington’s forces that are of par- 
ticular interest to us here, the Brit- 
ish infantry had long been 
redoubtable, and maintained its 


Patriotic conviction 
together with 
contempt for 
foreigners made the 
average British soldier 
the best in the world. 


prowess well after the Iron Duke’s 
day. A Spanish chronicler, writing 
in 1486, left us this description of a 
force of English bowmen: 

“This cavalier was from the is- 
land of England and brought with 
him a train of his vassals, men who 
had been hardened in certain civil 
wars which had raged in their coun- 
try.... They were withal of great 
pride, but it was not like our own 
inflammable Spanish pride.... 
[TJheir pride was silent and contu- 
melious. Though from a remote and 
somewhat barbarous island, they yet 
believed themselves the most per- 
fect men on earth. ...With all this, 
it must be said of them that they 
were marvelous good men in the 
field, dexterous archers and power- 
ful with the battleaxe. In their great 
pride and self-will, they always 
sought to press in their advantage 
and take the post of danger.... They 
did not rush forward fiercely, or 
_____ make a brilliant on- 
set, like the Moorish 
and Spanish troops, 
but went into the 
fight deliberately 
and persisted obsti- 
nately and were slow 
to find out when 
they were beaten.” 
Likewise, in 
1854, two years af- 
ter Wellington’s 
death, the armies he had com- 
manded were still an astonishing 
force. The battle of Alma, during 
the Crimean War, gave rise to this 
first-hand account: 

“...the Grenadiers and 
Coldstreamers [and Scots Guards], 
though under a deadly fire, formed 
into line with as much precision and 
lack of hurry as if they had been on 
the parade ground, and began de- 
liberately to advance up the glacis 
toward the Great Redoubt. 

“It was an unforgettable sight. 
The men marched as if they were 
taking part in a review. Storm after 
storm of bullets, grape, shrapnel, 
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and round shot tore through them, 
man after man fell, but the pace 
never altered, the line closed in and 
continued, ‘ceremoniously and with 
dignity,’ as an eyewitness wrote, on 
its way.... The Guards marched into 
the Great Redoubt, and there was 
a shout of triumph so loud that 
William Howard Russell [corre- 
spondent for The Times ] heard it on 
the opposite bank — the battle of the 
Alma had been won. 

“A French officer turned to 
[British Colonel] Evelyn Wood.... 
‘Our men could not have done it,’ 
he said.” 

How were the British capable of 
such feats of arms? It was partially 
the result of intense training. The 
great French military theorist Baron 
de Jomini believed only British 
troops were adequately trained to 
fight in a thin, two-deep battle line. 
It required a maximum of discipline 
to maneuver in this unwieldy for- 
mation; less trained troops required 
a deeper formation to maintain co- 
hesion. 

In addition, British troops dis- 
played a tremendous corporate loy- 
alty, not only to their regiments but 
to their nation. Almost alone 
among the armies of the 17th and 
18th centuries, the British army 
possessed no permanent mercenary 
units. It was always a national force. 
As the historian of 18th century 
warfare, Christopher Duffy, writes: 
“the most pronounced moral traits 
of the English were violence and 
patriotism.... All classes were united 
in their contempt for foreigners.” It 
was this ferocious patriotism that 
helped breed, in Samuel Johnson’s 
words, “a peasantry of heroes.” 

The uniquely nationalist senti- 
ment of the English soldier dates 
back long into the past. To quote 
historian Linda Colley: “a popular 
sense of Englishness... considerably 
predates the French Revolution.” 
An Italian visitor to England in 
1548 described his hosts thus: “the 
English are commonly destitute of 
good breeding, and are despisers of 
foreigners, since they esteem him a 
wretched being and but half a man 
who maybe born elsewhere than in 
Britain.” This was true not only of 


the aristocracy but of the common 
people as well. It was especially true 
of bowmem. They were of peasant 
stock but, in the words of the 15th 
century jurist, Sir John Fortescue, 
who fought at their side, they were 
the men whom “the might of the 
realm of England standyth upon.” 

The English archers of the 
Middle Ages left no memoirs about 
their contempt for foreigners, but 
their successors in Wellington’s 
time did. 

Here is Private William Wheeler 
of the 51st Light Infantry on 
Britain’s allies during the Peninsu- 
lar War (1808-1814): 

“What an ignorant, superstitious, 
priest-ridden, dirty, 
lousy set of poor — 

devils are the Portu- 
guese. Without see- 
ing them it is 
impossible to con- 
ceive there exists a 
people in Europe so 
debased. The filthi- 
est pigsty is a palace 
to the filthy houses 
in this dirty stinking . ■ 

city [Lisbon], all the 
dirt made in the houses is thrown 
into the streets, where it remains 
baking until a storm of rain washes 
it away. The streets are crowded 
with half-starved dogs, fat Priests 
and lousy people. The dogs should 
all be destroyed, the able-bodied 
Priests drafted into the Army, half 
the remainder should be made to 
keep the city clean, and the remain- 
der if they did not inculcate the ne- 
cessity of personal cleanliness 
should be hanged.” 

Sgt. John Cooper of the 7th 
Fusiliers was no more complimen- 
tary about Spaniards: “The lower 
orders of this nation are dirty in 
their persons, filthy in their habits, 
obscene in their language, and vin- 
dictive in their tempers. Their 
houses are intolerably smoky and 
vermin abound.” 

Observations such as these are to 
be found throughout soldiers’ mem- 
oirs. About the military prowess of 
their Iberian allies, Sgt. William 
Lawrence of the 40th wrote: “the 
smell of powder often seemed to 
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cause them to be missing when 
wanted.” Sgt. William Surtees of 
the 95th Rifles recalled the Duke 
of Wellington’s jest about a Span- 
ish division fleeing the field from 
the Battle of Toulouse in 1814; 
Wellington “wondered whether the 
Pyrenees would bring them up 
again, they seemed to have got such 
a fright.” Surtees asserted that the 
Duke “did not indeed depend on 
their valour, or he would have made 
a bad winding up of his Peninsular 
campaign.” 

On first viewing a Spanish army, 
Sgt. Andrew Pearson of the 61st 
recalled: “Falstaff s ragged regiment 
would have done honour to any 
force compared to 
— — — — — " the men before us.” 
Surtees described 
the Spanish officer 
corps thus: 

“In short, they 
had all the pride, ar- 
rogance, and self- 
sufficiency of the 
best officers in the 
world, with the very 
— — least of all preten- 

sions to have an 
high opinion of themselves; it is true 
they were not all alike, but the ma- 
jority of them were the most 
haughty, and at the same time most 
contemptible creatures in the shape 
of officers, that I ever beheld.” 

The British had an entirely dif- 
ferent view of their own superiors. 
Rifleman John Harris of the 95th 
wrote this of his Brigadier, William 
Beresford: 

“He was equal to his business, 
too, I would say; and he amongst 
others of our generals, often made 
me think that the French army had 
nothing to show in the shape of of- 
ficers who could at all compare to 
ours. There was a noble bearing in 
our leaders, which they, on the 
French side (as far as I was capable 
of observing) had not; ...They are a 
strange set, the English! and so de- 
termined and unconquerable, that 
they will have their way if they can. 
Indeed, it requires one who has au- 
thority in his face, as well as at his 
back, to make them respect and 
obey him.” 
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Harris frankly believed that the 
British aristocracy produced the fin- 
est leaders of men in the world. 

Britain was very much a class so- 
ciety, but in battle the shared char- 
acteristics of courage, stoicism and 
perseverance united all. Thomas 
Howell, of the 71st Highlanders, 
was a man of some gentility, who 
joined the army as a private as a re- 
sult of financial disaster. He had a 
difficult time adjusting to life 
among men of a lower class. How- 
ever, he left this moving account of 
his rough-hewn comrades during 
his first battle with the French: 

“In our first charge I felt my mind 
waver, a breathless sensation came 
over me. The silence was appalling. 
I looked alongst the line. It was 
enough to assure me. The steady, 
determined scowl of my compan- 
ions assured my heart and gave me 
determination. How unlike the 
noisy advance of the French!” 

During the Peninsular War, the 
British had a far higher regard for 
their enemy than for their allies. 
They regarded the French as brave, 
if erratic, soldiers and generally 
chivalrous. One of the few really 
negative descriptions comes from 
Sgt. Edward Costello of the 95th 
Rifles, and it is a condemnation of 
only a specific group of men rather 
than of the French nation. It casts 
light on those qualities that either 
impressed or revolted British sol- 
diers. 

After the capture of Ciudad 
Rodrigo in 1812, some French pris- 
oners were present at the interment 
of British dead: 

“One more careless than the rest 
viewed the occurrence with a kind 
of malicious sneer, which so enraged 
our men that one of them, taking 
the little tawny-looking Italian by 
the nape of his neck, kicked his 
hind-quarters soundly for it. I could 
not, at the time, help remarking the 
very under-sized appearance of the 
Frenchmen. They were the ugliest 
set I ever saw, and seemed to be the 
refuse of their army, and looked 
more like Italians than Frenchmen.” 

Wellington’s men had a stoic 
pride that, in their minds, set them 
apart from men of any other nation- 


ality. A remarkable incident was 
recorded by Sgt. Edward Costello 
when he was recovering from a 
wound received at 
the Battle of 
Salamanca in July 
1812. His hospital 
ward was under the 
charge of a fellow 
Irishman, Sgt. 

Michael Connelly: 

“Mike was ex- 
ceedingly attentive 
to the sick, and par- 
ticularly anxious that 
the British soldier, 
when dying, should 
hold out a pattern of 
firmness to the 
Frenchmen who lay 
intermixed with us 
in the same wards. ‘Hould your 
tongue, ye blathering devil,’ he 
would say in a low tone, ‘and don’t 
be after disgracing your country in 
the teeth of these ‘ere furriners, by 
dying hard. Ye’ll have company at 
your burial, won’t you? Ye’ll have the 
drums beating and the guns firing 
over ye, won’t ye? ...For God’s sake, 
die like a man before these ‘ere 
Frenchers.’” 

After Waterloo, Costello again 
found himself in hospital, this time 
in Brussels, and recorded something 
even more remarkable: 

“I remained in Brussels three 
days, and had ample means here, as 
in several other places, such as 
Salamanca, 8cc., for witnessing the 
cutting off of legs and arms. The 
French I have ever found to be 
brave, yet I cannot say they will un- 
dergo a surgical operation with the 
cool, unflinching spirit of a British 
soldier. An incident which came 
under my notice may in some mea- 
sure show the differences of the two 
nations. An English soldier belong- 
ing to, if I recollect rightly, the 1st 
Royal Dragoons, evidently an old 
weather-beaten warfarer, while un- 
dergoing the amputation of an arm 
below the elbow, held the injured 
limb in his other hand without be- 
traying the slightest emotion, save 
occasionally helping out his pain by 
spirting forth the proceeds of a large 
plug of tobacco, which he chewed 


most unmercifully while under the 
operation. Near to him was a 
Frenchman, bellowing lustily, while 
a surgeon was prob- 
ing for a ball near 
the shoulder. This 
seemed to annoy the 
Englishman more 
than anything else, 
and so much so, that 
as soon as his arm 
was amputated, he 
struck the French- 
man a smart blow 
across the breech 
with the severed 
limb, holding it at 
the wrist, saying, 
‘Here, take that, and 
stuff it down vour 

J 

throat, and stop 
your damn bellowing!”’ 

The Colonial Campaigns 

W arfare against non-Euro- 
peans inspired a far 
greater sense of distance 
and alienness. John Shipp of the 
87th, the only man of his era to win 
two commissions from the ranks, 
wrote of battle against the “Caffres” 
of South Africa: 

“At every farmhouse in our line 
of march we found appalling scenes 
of murder and desolation. Whole 
families had been massacred by 
these wild people, whose devasta- 
tions it was now our duty to check. 
So ignorant were they, that I am 
convinced they were unaware that 
murder is a crime.... The savage 
Caffre exults in these appalling 
sights. To his bestial mind the 
groans of the wounded, and the 
dying, are the greatest of pleasures. 
When the frenzy of the attack is on 
him he is wrought up to ecstasy, 
dancing and jumping about, and 
hauling spears at man or beast with 
reckless abandon.... I have seen 
them with [murdered] women’s 
gowns, petticoats, shawls and things 
tied round their legs and between 
their toes, capering about the woods 
in a frenzy of delight.” 

Sgt. George Calladine of the 
19th recalled his first encounter 
with Africans: “I certainly saw little 
naked children running about 
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which, if I had seen nothing of them 
but their faces, I should have taken 
them for monkeys.” Sgt. Pearson 
wrote of the “Caffres” with more 
sympathy, marveling at their phy- 
siques: “six feet six inches to seven 
feet, with most symmetrical fig- 

yy 

ures. 

William Richardson was a com- 
mon seamen who served in the 
Royal Navy between 1793 and 
1819. Before being impressed into 
the Navy he served on several mer- 
chant vessels, including a slaver. He 
recorded his impressions of the 
trade: 

“Some people in England think 
that we hunt and catch the slaves 
ourselves, but this is a mistaken idea, 
for we get them by barter as follows: 
their petty kings and traders get 
them not so much by wars (as is 
imagined) as by trade and treach- 
ery, and when they get a number 
for sale bring them to the coast and 
sell them.... There was one of their 
petty kings who, when he came on 
board, would strut along the deck 
as if he had been one of the greatest 
men in the world: he was a little fat 
fellow dressed in a suit of coarse blue 
cloth edged with something like 
yellow worsted, but what spoiled all 
was that he had no shirt, shoes or 
stockings on, and his naked black 
feet and legs being dabbed over with 
mud and salt water, made him a 
laughingstock to the sailors; but did 
not put him out of conceit of him- 
self.” 

Colonial wars were not confined 
to Africa. Thomas Howell of the 
71st Highlanders recorded his none 
too flattering impressions of the 
Indians of Montevideo: 

“The native women were the 
most uncomely I ever beheld. They 
have broad noses, thick lips, and are 
of very small stature. Their hair, 
which is long, black and hard to the 
feel, they wear frizzled up in front 
in the most hideous manner, while 
it hangs down their backs below the 
waist. When they dress they stick 
in it feathers and flowers, and walk 
about in all the pride of ugliness. 
The men... are brave, but indolent 
to excess.... As for their idleness, I 
have seen them lie stretched, for a 
whole day, gazing upon the river, 


and their wives bring them their 
victuals; and if they were not pleased 
with the quantity, they would beat 
them furiously. This is the only ex- 
ertion they make willingly — vent- 
ing their fury upon their wives.” 
These remarks concerning the 
physical characteristics of Africans 
and Indians (not to mention Lat- 
ins) point to the British soldier’s 
racial consciousness as part of his 
patriotism. This is not to say that 
the British soldier ______ 

loathed non-Euro- 
pean foes because of 
race; it was because 
of the latter’s sav- 
agery. Sgt. James 
Thompson served 
with the 78th High- 
landers at Quebec in 
1759, during one of 
the North American 
campaigns of the “ ' ' "" 
Seven Years War. He witnessed the 
repulse of a British attack on the lie 
d’Orleans: “When the French saw 
us far enough on the retreat, they 
sent their savages to scalp and toma- 
hawk our poor fellows that lay 
wounded on the beach.” 

During the War of 1812, British 
troops this time found themselves 
allied to Indians. Historian Donald 
Graves describes an event that took 
place after the Battle of Lundy’s 
Lane in 1814: “Sergeant Commins 
of the 8th and Private Byfield of the 
41st watched with horror as an In- 
dian ‘busy in plundering came to an 
American that had been severely 
wounded and not being able to get 
the man’s boots off threw him into 
the fire.’ A nearby British regular 
‘filled with indignation for such bar- 
barity shot the Indian and threw 
him onto the fire to suffer for his 
unprincipled villainy.’” 

Sgt. William Lawrence of the 
40th described a grisly encounter 
with Indians near Buenos Aires in 
1807. A corporal and a private were 
killed while destroying native huts: 
“This was a great glory to the na- 
tives; they stuck the corporal’s head 
on a pole and carried it in front of 
their little band on the march.” 
Later: “As we marched along on our 
next day’s journey, about two hun- 
dred Indians kept following us, the 


This is not to say that 
the British soldier 
loathed non-European 
foes because of race; it 
was because of the 
latter’s savagery. 


foremost of them wearing our dead 
corporal’s jacket, and carrying his 
head — I do not know for what rea- 
son, but perhaps they thought a 
good deal more of a dead man’s 
head than we should feel disposed 
to do.” 

Later the 200 Indians attacked 
Lawrence’s party of 20 infantrymen 
and were easily repulsed, they “not 
liking the smell and much less the 
taste of our gunpowder.” The In- 
dian chief who car- 
ried the corporal’s 
head was wounded 
and captured by the 
British. He was not 
killed out of hand 
but was treated ac- 
cording to civilized 
custom and left with 
friendly Indians to 
be nursed back to 
“ “ “ health. 

It did not take long for non-Eu- 
ropeans to discover and profit from 
the differences between British and 
native warfare. Sir Evelyn Wood 
writes of interrogating Zulu prison- 
ers in 1879 after the battle of 
Kambula: 

“When I had obtained all the in- 
formation I required I said, ‘Before 
Isandwhlana [an 1879 battle in 
which a Zulu army of 20,000 routed 
and massacred 800 encamped Brit- 
ish infantry] we treated all your 
wounded men in our hospital. But 
when you attacked our camp your 
brethren, our black patients, rose 
and helped to kill those who had 
been attending on them. Can any 
of you advance any reason why I 
should not kill you?’ One of the 
younger men, with an intelligent 
face, asked, ‘May I speak?’ ‘Yes.’ 
‘There is a very good reason why you 
should not kill us. We kill you be- 
cause it is the custom of the black 
men [to kill prisoners]. But it isn’t 
the white man’s custom.’” 

The Englishman reportedly had 
no answer to this, and the blacks 
were later freed. 

When it came to actual warfare 
against non-white armies, the 
popular conception is of an unfair 
contest with European colonial 
troops discharging advanced weap- 
onry on natives armed with sticks 
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and clubs. The truth was often quite 
different. In discussing 
Wellington’s great victory over a 
Mahratta (Indian) army six times 
the size of his own at Assaye in 
1 803, historian Jeremy Black points 
out that “success owed much to a 
bayonet charge, scarcely conform- 
ing to the standard image of West- 
ern armies gunning down masses of 
non-European troops relying on 
cold steel.” This contemporary his- 
torian refrains from analyzing how 
that small red-coated force achieved 
its moral triumph, and certainly 
does not discuss any patriotic or ra- 
cialist motivations it may have pos- 
sessed. The British commander 
knew better. 

The Duke of Wellington is no- 
torious for describing his infantry 
as the “scum of the earth.” Yet this 
was most of all a description of their 
social class and their vices (drink 
above all). In battle, the British sol- 
dier was “the item upon which vic- 
tory depends.” On his return from 
India in 1804, Wellington wrote a 
memorandum in which he offered 
an explanation for the incredible 
achievements of the British, espe- 
cially in India. It should be studied 
by all military “experts” who would 
deride the importance of national 
(and racial) feeling among soldiers: 

“The English soldiers are the 
main foundation of the British 
power in Asia. They are a body with 
habits, manners and qualities pecu- 
liar to them in the East Indies. 
Bravery is the characteristic of the 
British army in all quarters of the 
world; but no other quarter has af- 
forded such striking examples of the 
existence of this quality in the sol- 
diers as the East Indies. An instance 
of their misbehavior in the field has 
never been known; and particularly 
those who have been for some time 
in that country cannot be ordered 
upon any service, however danger- 
ous or arduous, that they will not 
effect, not only with bravery, but a 
degree of skill not often witnessed 
in persons of their description in 
other parts of the world. I attribute 
these qualities, which are peculiar 
to them in the East Indies, to the 
distinctness of their class in that 


country from all others existing in 
it. They feel they are a distinct and 
superior class to the rest of the world 
which surrounds them; and their 
actions correspond with their high 
notions of their own superiority.... 
Their weaknesses and vices, how- 
ever repugnant to the feelings and 
prejudices of the Natives, are passed 
over in the contemplation of their 
excellent qualities as soldiers, of 
which no nation has hitherto given 
such extraordinary instances. These 
qualities are the foundation of the 
British strength in Asia, and of that 

opinion by which it 

is generally sup- 
posed that the Brit- 
ish empire has been 
gained and upheld. 

These qualities 
show in what man- 


“There is much talk today of guilt 
as an aftermath of wars — guilt over 
killing the enemy, and even guilt for 
surviving. Much depends on the cir- 
cumstances, but I doubt if many of 
the Fourteenth Army lose much 
sleep over dead Japanese. For one 
thing they were a no-surrender en- 
emy and if we hadn’t killed them 
they would surely have killed us. But 
there was more to it than that. It 
may appall a generation who have 
been dragooned into considering 
racism the ultimate crime, but I be- 
lieve there was a feeling (there was 

in me) that the Jap 

was farther down 
the human scale 
than the European. 
It is a feeling that I 
see reflected today in 
institutions and 


Thus it was through a 
sense of national 
superiority, of the 

ner nations, consist- white Briton as a being people w ho would 
ing of millions, are apart, that the British deny hotly that they 

Empire was won and 
held. 


governed by 30,000 
strangers....” 

Thus it was 
through a sense of 
national superiority, 
of the white Briton as a being apart, 
that the British Empire was won 
and held. Years later, Wellington 
would state plainly (in a parliamen- 
tary debate on Asian Indian partici- 
pation in the higher levels of the 
Civil Service): “That the white man 
has an influence [of a moral kind] 
which the black man has not.” 
Wellington would scarcely have 
been able to credit the notion that 
one day British governments would 
discourage racial feelings among 
their soldiers. He praised the racial 
arrangements in the Southern 
United States, and considered them 
essential if America’s liberal system 
of government was to survive. 

An understanding of the role of 
race has not entirely died among the 
British. A ranker (a soldier holding 
a rank other than that of officer) of 
the Second World War has left us 
with an analysis of the motivations 
of his comrades in Burma. George 
MacDonald Fraser’s bluntly honest 
account (put to paper in 1992) 
should ring as a battle cry for any- 
one interested in his own nation’s 
defense: 


are 


subconscious 
racists — the pres- 
ence of TV cameras 
ensured a superficial 
concern for the 
Kurdish refugees and Bangladeshi 
flood victims, but we all know that 
the Western reaction would have 
been immeasurably greater if a simi- 
lar disaster had occurred in Austra- 
lia or Canada or Europe; some 
people seem to count more than 
others, with liberals as well as reac- 
tionaries, and it is folly to feel that 
racial kinship and likeness are not 
at the bottom of it.” 

A measured statement such as 
this would not be tolerated in 
America, and this bodes ill for the 
future, especially the future of our 
armed forces. As long as the basic 
principle of racial kinship is denied 
by our leaders, America’s very ex- 
istence will be in peril. There can 
be no stability in a society which will 
not allow its members to favor their 
own brethren. An army that will 
deny its soldiers this right is an army 
on the road to defeat. 


This article originally appeared in 
the April, 1997 issue of American 
Renaissance (Box 527, Oakton, VA 
22124). Sample issue: $3.00. Sub- 
scription of 12 monthly issues: 
$24.00. (Used by permission.) 
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SUBVERSION OF 
THE THIRD 
AMENDMENT 


Civil Military Coalition 
in the “War on Drugs” 

by 

J.F.A. Davidson 


T 'be soldiers infiltrated the bor- 
der area late at night , armed 
for combat. They cautiously es- 
tablished their base position to provide 
centralized support and communica- 
tions , then established several Listen- 
ing and Observation Posts some 
quarter mile away. Night vision and 
thermal imaging devices were liber- 
ally distributed among the well con- 
cealed outposts. 

After camouflaging their positions , 
the soldiers manning the OPs spent the 
remainder of the night scanning the 
ground before them , nervously thumb- 
ing the safeties on their weapons . They 
had been briefed about heavily armed 
border crossers escorting smugglers , so 
they were taking no chances. 

Shortly after dawn , a young man , 
herding his goats , entered one OP's 
operational area. He carried a .22 rifle , 
with which he shot at rocks and other 
targets of opportunity with the enthu- 
siasm and abandon of a young man 
teaching himself marksmanship in an 
area devoid of population. 

Suddenly , “something, ” so heavily 
camouflaged that it was not recogniz- 
able as a human being, rose from the 
ground. Startled, the young man 
turned to run. The sound of a m ilitary 
caliber rifle reverberated over the ter- 
rain — and a young, frightened goat 
herder died in the dust. 


A scene from the Russian Afghan i- 
stan border? A replay from the Sino- 
Soviet “border dispute ?” 

No; just another “unfortunate in- 
cident” along the U.S. Mexican bor- 
der involving U.S. military personnel 
and American citizens — in the name 
of the “War on Drugs. ” 


Liberty 

I? 

L; 


This article was first published in 
abridged form in The New Ameri- 
can (01 September, 1997) under the 
tide: “Quartered Among Us.” 


A Standing Army, Dangerous to 
Liber ty 

very totalitarian government 
requires an “enemy” to jus- 
tify its excesses. Our execu- 
tive branch dictator- _______ 

ship is no exception. 

Since the rise of 
American collectiv- 
ism under the Lin- 
coln administration, 
most American 
presidents have de- 
clared “war,” or the 
“moral equivalent of war,” on some- 
thing, or somebody — anything, or 
anybody, will do — in order to jus- 
tify the further expansion of federal 
powers over the everyday lives of 
Americans. 

The Third amendment is usually 
ignored during discussions about 
federal government arrogation of 
powers not delegated to it in the 
Constitution by the sovereign gov- 
ernments of the several states. The 
Third amendment reads: 

No Soldier shall, in time of peace 
be quartered in any house, without the 


Every totalitarian 
government requires 
an “enemy” to justify 
its excesses. 


o 

consent of the Owner, nor in time of 
war, but in a manner to be prescribed 
by law. 

On the surface, the prohibition 
against quartering troops in “any 
house, without the consent of the 
Owner” seems quaintly anchored in 
the 18th century. It apparently in- 
volves none of the fundamental is- 
sues of individual liberty inherent 
in the other amendments. In fact, 
the Third amendment is firmly 
grounded in the Framer’s recogni- 
tion that government is the institu- 
tionalized monopoly of force; that 
the instrument of that monopoly is 
the standing army; and that unless 
government is constrained by rig- 
idly defined constitutional limits on 
the use of force — backed up by an 
armed populace every ready to re- 
fresh the Tree of Liberty with the 
blood of tyrants — a standing army 
becomes an instrument of despo- 
tism, not one of national defense. 

During the ratification debates 
surrounding the adoption of the 
Constitution, held between Sep- 
tember 1787, and August 1788, few 

issues generated as 

much heated con- 
troversy than the es- 
tablishment of a 
standing army. 

The Federalists, 
proponents of a 
strong central gov- 
ernment, argued 
forcibly for a standing army capable 
of fending off invasions and sup- 
pressing rebellion. The Anti-feder- 
alists, proponents of strictly limited 
federal powers and strong states’ 
governments, argued equally forc- 
ibly against a large standing army, 
which they perceived as a potential 
threat to both states’ sovereignty 
and individual liberty. 

Given American history over the 
past 132 years, it is not difficult to 
discern who was right. Patrick 
Henry, in particular, affirmed Anti- 
federalist reservations about un- 
checked federal control of both a 
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standing army and states’ militia 
(Article I, section 8) when he ar- 
gued during the Virginia ratification 
debates: 

To me this appears a very alarm- 
ingpower , when unlimited. They are 
not only to raise , but to support armies; 
and this support is to go to the utmost 
abilities of the United States. If Con- 
gress shall say , that the general wel- 
fare requires it, they may keep armies 
continually on foot. There is no 
controul on Congress in raising and 
station ing them. They may billet them 
on the people at pleasure. This unlim- 
ited authority is a most dangerous 
power: Its principles are despotic. If it 
be unbounded ’ it must lead to despo- 
tism. For the power of the people in a 
free Government , is supposed to be 
paramount to the existing power. 
Virginia Convention, 1788 

Particularly significant is the fact 
that, during the ratification debates 
in the states’ legislatures, bills of 
rights proposed by the Anti-feder- 
alists, universally juxtaposed the 
individual’s right to bear arms, the 
militia as the armed force of the state 
and posse comitatus , the prohibition 
on quartering federal troops 
amongst the people, and declara- 
tions that standing armies in time 
of peace are dangerous to individual 
liberty. 

Those declarations were not ar- 
bitrarily derived. They were based 
on the fact that, at the time, stand- 
ing armies were used domestically 
to enforce unpopular laws, keep the 
population subjugated, and impel 
the dictates of the central govern- 
ment. In other words, in times of 
peace, standing armies were the cen- 
tral government’s police. 

In context therefore, the premise 
underpinning the Third amend- 
ment was the individual’s unalien- 
able right to be free from the 
exercise of arbitrary, capricious, and 
despotic compulsion by armed 
forces answerable only to the execu- 
tive branch of the central govern- 
ment. The Third amendment 
prohibition against quartering 
troops amongst the population was 


simply the expression of that fun- 
damental right. 

As described by William Rawle, 
in his definitive 1825 work, A View 
of the Constitution , the quartering of 
troops among the people in times 
of peace, “...by a government hav- 
ing improper views... might be ren- 
dered an indirect and 
odious means of 
compelling submis- 
sion to improper 
measures.” Consid- 
ering the collectiviza- 
tion of “law” 


since 


In short, the Third 
amendment means 
nothing less than the 
1865, to this date, it people shall be let alone 
to conduct their lives 
and business without 
government 


is difficult to find ex- 
ceptions to Rawle’s 
warning. 

In short, the 
Third amendment 
means nothing less 
than the people shall be 
let alone to conduct 
their lives and busi- 
ness without govern- 

ment intervention, interference, or 
supervision. 

Reconstruction 

A nti-federalist fears about the 
despotic use of the standing 
army to enforce domestic 
law came to fruition with the Re- 
construction Acts following the 
War for Southern Independence. 
Reconstruction was martial law, 
enforced by federal troops, designed 
to crush any expression of South- 
ern intractability against what they 
considered to be a federal Union 
dictatorship. Whatever your 
thoughts about the outcome of the 
“Civil War,” Reconstruction was a 
brutal, arbitrary, and capricious ex- 
ercise in the abuse of federal pow- 
ers, including the use of the 
standing Army of the United States 
to enforce domestic “law.” 

So oppressive were the Recon- 
struction acts that President 
Johnson vetoed every Reconstruc- 
tion bill the Lincoln Republican 
Congress sent to him. In his veto 
of the first Reconstruction Act of 
1867 he stated; “It is plain that the 
authority given to the military of- 
ficer amounts to absolute despo- 
tism. But to make it still more 


intervention, 
interference, or 
supervision. 


unendurable, the bill provides that 
it may be delegated to as many sub- 
ordinates as he chooses to ap- 
point....” 

Johnson further asked, “Have we 
the power to establish and carry into 
execution a measure like this? I an- 
swer, Certainly not , if we derive our 
authority from the 
“ Constitution and if we 
are bound by the limi- 
tations which it im- 
poses .” [Emphasis 
added.] 

The Radical Re- 
publican Congress 
overrode all of Presi- 
dent Johnson’s anti- 
Reconstruction 
vetoes. This is not 
surprising, given the 
Radi cal Republican 
party was founded by 
Marxist emigres and 
leaders of the nascent 
“ 1 “social gospel” move- 
ment during an 1856 convention in 
Wisconsin. 

Reconstruction excesses by the 
federal Army of the United States 
eventually became so egregious — 
naturally so, both by virtue of mar- 
tial logic and the multitudinous Re- 
construction Acts of a Radical 
Republican Congress — that con- 
gressional dissenters passed the 
Posse Comitatus Act of 1878 into 
law by only a narrow margin. The 
act stated, in part: 

From and after the passage of this 
act it shall not be lawful to employ any 
part of the Army of the United States 
as a posse comitatus , or otherwise, for 
the purpose of executing the laws, ex- 
cept in such cases and under such cir- 
cumstances as such employment of said 
force may be expressly authorized by 
the Constitution or by an act of Con- 
gress.... 

The Posse Comitatus Act of 
1878 was, in fact, a return to the 
intent of the Framers to separate 
federal executive, legislative, and 
judicial powers. With the passage 
of the Act, Reconstruction ostensi- 
bly ended, having been stripped of 
its overt martial law compulsion. 
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The prohibition against using 
the standing Army of the United 
States to enforce domestic laws was 
breached on several notable occa- 
sions, but generally remained intact 
until the late 1980’s. The notable 
exceptions were: The dispersing of 
the Bonus Marchers in 1932 (per- 
haps justified in that the Bonus 
March was organized by the Com- 
munist Party USA); the use of fed- 
eral troops to compel desegregate 
Southern schools beginning in 
1957; (interestingly, U.S. Army 
enforcement of so-called civil rights 
legislation throughout the late ‘50s 
and early ‘60s was at the instigation 
of CPUSA front organizations); 
and during the late ‘60s the suppres- 
sion of riots that were instigated by 
Communist black revolutionaries. 
(This last use of federal troops was 
clearlyjustified.) 

Also noteworthy, is the fact that 
as statist and socialist sentiments 
within the federal government 
spread following the “Civil War” — 
and lacking a legal basis to use fed- 
eral troops to enforce domestic law 
— so grew the establishment, mul- 
tiplication and expansion of inher- 
ently unconstitutional executive 
branch law enforcement, regulatory, 
“civil rights” and social welfare 
agencies. 

These federal agencies exist for 
no other purpose than the enforce- 
ment of arbitrary, capricious, whim 
based “laws” designed to expand 
federal powers at the expense of 
state sovereignty and individual lib- 
erty. These militarized federal agen- 
cies now constitute the functional 
equivalent of a standing army liv- 
ing amongst the people in time of 
peace — which the Anti-federalists 
warned against as “dangerous to lib- 
erty” — and against whom the Sec- 
ond and Third amendments were 
specifically intended to protect the 
people. 

True, these myriad militarized 
federal agencies are not “quartered” 
in the traditional sense. Instead, 
their personnel live among us. The 
very nature of their jobs — popula- 
tion control — sets them distinctly 
apart from their neighbors because 
of their belief in the omnipotence 


of government. And their training 
(for example, the FBI teaches its 
agents that there is no individual 
right to bear arms) makes them suf- 
ficiently hostile to individual liber- 
ties that they 
constitute the 
equivalent of occu- 
pation forces who 
work for a govern- 
ment antipathetic to 
freedom. 

Today, the in- 
creasing militariza- 
tion of federal, state, 
and local law en- 
forcement agen- 
cies — aided through 
duplicity by the De- 
partment of De- 
fense — has created 
the very monster 
feared by the 
Founders generally 
and the Anti-feder- 
alists specifically: An armed force, 
quartered among the people, under 
the exclusive control of the execu- 
tive branch of the federal govern- 
ment. 

In that sense, Reconstruction 
never ended. It just spread out, uni- 
nformed troops being replaced by 
muftied bureaucrats and robed dic- 
tators. Liberals are the neo-Recon- 
struction carpetbaggers, and 
so-called neo-conservatives its 
scalawags. 

Getting With the Program 

I n the early 1980s, president 
Reagan announced the “War on 
Drugs.” (How war could be de- 
clared on inanimate objects was 
never precisely described, but it 
sounded good, and promised a sig- 
nificant expansion of federal pow- 
ers — for the benefit of “the people,” 
of course.) This pseudo-war gener- 
ated billions in additional federal 
spending, and the creation of mul- 
titudinous federal and state bureau- 
cracies. This new government 
decreed domestic war on “some- 
thing” was very much akin to pro- 
hibition. 

As with prohibition, declare a 
vice to be a crime — and viola ! — you 
get an explosion of “crime.” Also, 


as with prohibition, declare a vice 
to be a crime — and viola ! — you have 
an instant expansion of government, 
and along with it, a further expan- 
sion of law enforcement to meet the 
“urgency” of the 
government created 
“crime wave.” Of 
course, that re- 
quires — you guessed 
it — more “laws.” 
But criminal activ- 
ity, being essentially 
an unregulated free 
market activity, is 
infinitely more effi- 
cient and flexible 
than government. 
That fact can be 
countered by gov- 
ernment through 
the only means at 
their disposa — more 
government, more 
police, yet more 
“laws,” and more totalitarian popu- 
lation control measures. 

Drugs, being a bulk commodity, 
require processing, transportation, 
storage, and distribution networks. 
Being a market commodity, subject 
to market pressures, drugs generate 
profits. So the only way for govern- 
ment to wage “war” on drugs is to 
control the raw materials needed for 
processing, control the transporta- 
tion web, control storage facilities, 
infiltrate distribution nets — but 
most important — control the flow 
of money. 

Thus do industrial chemicals re- 
quire government approved ID to 
purchase. (Need ether to clean the 
lenses of your telescope? Be pre- 
pared to present photo ID and sign 
for it.) Thus do travelers become 
subject to police scrutiny. (Don’t 
even think about paying for a ticket 
with cash or traveling ohne deinen 
Ausweispapiere). Thus are homes 
subject to warrantless search. Thus 
may you be denounced by anony- 
mous informants. Thus are your 
bank accounts subject to warrant- 
less inspection and your transactions 
subject to be reported to the IRS by 
a bank teller who “feels” your trans- 
actions aren’t “normal.” And thus 
may “the authorities” seize your 


...declare a vice to be a 
crime — and viola ! — 
you have an instant 
expansion of 
government, and 
along with it, a further 
expansion of law 
enforcement to meet 
the “urgency” of the 
government created 
“crime wave.” 
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property without cause — or your 
cash for no other reason than you 
have it on you and you have “too 
much.” 

“Legislative” outrages against lib- 
erty in the name of the “War on 
Drugs” are legion. But whim based 
“laws” may be challenged in the 
courts or repealed. A militarized 
police force however, cannot be 
challenged, nor have expanded po- 
lice forces ever been disbanded 
when they are no longer needed. 
They simply find New Crimes to 
fight. (Witness the transformation 
of revenue agents into the ATF fol- 
lowing the repeal of prohibition. 
Arguing that federal law enforce- 
ment agents shouldn’t have their 
jobs in the first place, and their “ser- 
vices” are thus forfeit, predictably 
fall on deaf bureaucratic ears.) 

Early in Reagan’s “War on 
Drugs” there were discussions about 
using the military to assist federal 
law enforcement in the interdiction 
effort. To their credit, many in the 
Department of Army strongly op- 
posed any participation by the mili- 
tary. They argued that not only 
would military assistance to law en- 
forcement be a violation of the let- 
ter of the Posse Comitatus Act (10 
USC 1385) but also subvert the in- 
tent of that act (i.e., separating the 
military and police functions of gov- 
ernment.) They argued further that 
placing the military in close prox- 
imity to the drug trade would ulti- 
mately result in the corruption of 
the armed forces. 

These dissenters, predictably, 
were derided as not being “team 
players” at the same time the “ap- 
proved” military journals were pub- 
lishing reams of articles about what 
a Good Thing military involvement 
in law enforcement would be to 
counter this “new threat to national 
security.” 

Also predictably, a compromise 
with the military was reached while 
“work arounds” of the Posse 
Comitatus Act were being re- 
searched by Department of Justice 
and DoD lawyers. This compro- 
mise seemed reasonable on its sur- 
face. Essentially it stipulated that, 
if during the course of normal mili- 


tary training any member of the 
armed forces witnessed what could 
be reasonably construed as drug re- 
lated criminal activity, he was duty 
bound to report it to his chain of 
command, who would then forward 
that information to the appropriate 
“authorities.” 

That may sound reasonable, but 
concurrent with that compromise, 
Operation Alliance was being or- 
ganized, and was officially estab- 
lished in 1986 under Vice president 
George Bush. Bush was then act- 
ing as the head of the National 
Narcotics Border _^____ 
Interdiction System 
along with Attorney 
General Edwin 
Meese III, who was 
also Chairman of 
the National Drug 
Policy Board. 

In the military, 
political sycophancy 

is called “getting 

with the program.” ” ” ” ' 

It doesn’t matter whose “program” 
or what the program is, for the 
simple reason that, beginning in the 
late ‘60s, the military chiefs began 
referring to America’s military as 
“apolitical” rather than its tradi- 
tional stance of being nonpolitical. 
Put simply, an apolitical military 
isn’t concerned with politics, while 
a nonpolitical military isn’t involved 
with politics. That subtle shift in 
wording — and quantum leap in 
meaning — permitted life to be 
breathed into organizations devoted 
to “work arounds” to the Posse 
Comitatus Act: Operations Alli- 
ance and Joint Task Force - 6. 

Operation Alliance and 
Joint Task Force-6 

7T That often goes unrealized 
\f\ / is that military involve 
V Y ment in the “War on 
Drugs” was planned from its very 
inception. Anybody who is inter- 
ested in what the military will be 
doing in the near future need only 
subscribe to the military journals 
that issue from such places as the 
National War College, the Naval 
Post Graduate School, and the 


What often goes 
unrealized is that 
military involvement 
in the “War on Drugs” 
was planned from its 
very inception. 


Command and General Staff Col- 
lege, to name but a few. 

The commanders of such places, 
and their key staffs, are “read in” by 
Establishment planners very early in 
the stages of policies that are de- 
signed to exponentially expand gov- 
ernment powers. A careful reading 
of such institutional journals will 
reveal not only what is planned, but 
who will be responsible for imple- 
mentation. As already mentioned, 
throughout the early ‘80s these jour- 
nals published a steady barrage of 
articles defending the use of the 
______ military to support 

law enforcement in 
the latest “threat to 
national security.” 
(Today these jour- 
nals expound on the 
“threat of domestic 
terrorism.” What 
they mean is resis- 
tance to collectivism 

— but that subject is 

beyond the scope of 
this article. I just thought I’d give 
you a “heads up.”) 

Operation Alliance’s primary 
function is to bring together state 
and local law enforcement agencies, 
and their supporting Active, Re- 
serve, and National Guard forces, 
with federal agencies in order to 
provide coordinated support to 
counterdrug operations along the 
U.S. Southwest border. Operation 
Alliance responds to requests for 
operational support from all law 
enforcement agencies in the South- 
west border region. Its principle 
purpose is to secure military support 
for law enforcement agencies from 
its coordination center at Fort Bliss, 
Texas. 

Alliance operates under the 
policy guidance of the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP). The ONDCP manages 
both the international and domes- 
tic counterdrug functions of all ex- 
ecutive branch agencies. The 
chairman of the ONDCP answers 
directly to the National Security 
Council. Operation Alliance ob- 
tains its policy guidance from the 
Southwest Border Committee and 
the Operation Alliance Joint Com- 
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mand Group (OAJCG), which is 
under the direction of the South- 
west Border High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area (HIDTA) coor- 
dinator — who is also the director of 
Operation Alliance. In other words, 
Operation Alliance receives “guid- 
ance” from itself. 

The OAJCG operates under the 
director of Operation Alliance as a 
coordinating and planning group. 
Its members include over 20 federal, 
state, and local law enforcement 
agencies. Group meetings are 
chaired by the Senior Tactical Co- 
ordinator; a position that rotates 
between the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, the Border Patrol, and the 
Customs Service. OAJCG meet- 
ings generally revolve around ways 
to obtain military support to domes- 
tic law enforcement agencies and 
operations. Those support requests 
are then sent forward to Joint Task 
Force-6 (JTF-6). 

JTF-6 was established by the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, on 
15 September, 1989. It is located at 
Biggs Army Airfield which is, “co- 
incidentally,” directly adjacent to 
Fort Bliss, Texas, and Operation 
Alliance. A significant development 
in the relationship between Opera- 
tion Alliance and JTF-6 is that prior 
to 1993, JTF-6’s mission was to 
provide military support to Drug 
Law Enforcement Agencies 
(DLEA). However, in 1993, the 
word “drug” was changed to “des- 
ignated.” The acronym DLEA re- 
mained unchanged, but its intent 
was altered dramatically — as was 
the support JTF-6 began providing 
police. (It really is important to pay 
attention to weaslespeak. Totalitar- 
ian can’t resist occasionally tipping 
their hand — a tactic known as a 
“trial balloon” — which is intended 
to gauge the progress of brain- 
washes. In this case, the alteration 
of the acronym “DLEA” was “sent 
up” to see whether commanders 
were sufficiently conditioned to ac- 
cept support of law enforcement 
agencies as an acceptable mission. 
The change from “Drug” LEA to 
“Designated” LEA went unno- 
ticed.) 


JTF-6 serves as the planning, 
coordinating, and operational head- 
quarters providing Department of 
Defense support to federal, state, 
and local law enforcement agencies 
along the Southwest border. The 
stated objective of this support is to 
assist law enforcement agencies in 
their mission to detect, deter, and 
disrupt drug trafficking. JTF-6 sup- 
ports Operation Alliance by plan- 
ning and coordinating all requested 
DoD (Title 10) sup- 
port. National 

Guard (Title 32) 
support to Opera- 
tion Alliance is co- 
ordinated directly 
between Operation 
Alliance and the re- 
spective States’ Na- 
tional Guard 
organizations. 

JTF-6 provides 
both operational and 
intelligence support 
to Operation Alli- 
ance. Operational 
support is provided 
using “total force” 
support packages drawn from a va- 
riety of military sources, guided by 
priorities established by Operation 
Alliance. In other words, the mili- 
tary support and training provided 
to law enforcement agencies is de- 
termined by the law enforcement 
agencies. Sort of like welfare recipi- 
ents determining how much welfare 
they receive. 

All military operations in the 
Operational Alliance area of re- 
sponsibility are conducted in sup- 
port of a lead law enforcement 
agency. This results in joint active 
duty military-law enforcement op- 
erations. For the duration of the 
operation, active duty military forces 
and personnel are placed under op- 
erational control (OPCON) of the 
supported agency. 

Militarizing the Police 

J rTF-6 routinely provides four 
I types of operational support to 
| Operation Alliance. Requests 
om law enforcement agencies 
through Operation Alliance for 
military support from JTF-6 are 


continuous, and the military gets 
tasked for hundreds of such requests 
every year. To support these re- 
quests JTF-6 holds a Semiannual 
Planning Conference (normally in 
March and September) at JTF-6 
headquarters on Biggs Army Air- 
field, Texas. Resourced missions, 
such as Rapid Support Unit, are as- 
signed to active duty units on a ro- 
tational basis. Unresourced missions 
(for example, a reconnaissance mis- 
sion requested by 
the U.S Forest Ser- 
vice) are picked up 
by units on a volun- 
tary basis. 

The first type of 
operational support 
is reconnaissance 
support. Ground re- 
connaissance sup- 
port includes 
sensors, listening 
posts, observation 
posts, ground sur- 
veillance radar, and 
ground patrols. 
Aerial reconnais- 
sance support in- 
cludes Forward Looking Infrared 
(FLIR), Side-looking Airborne 
Radar (SLAR), photographic im- 
agery, and Remotely Piloted Ve- 
hicles (RPV). If you are enjoying a 
camping or hiking trip in a national 
forest anywhere in the Southwest, 
there is a better than even chance 
that your activities and a descrip- 
tion of your vehicle are being re- 
corded by soldiers or Marines 
performing a JTF-6 reconnaissance 
mission. The information about is 
then sent forward to the “lead” sup- 
ported agency for eventual inclusion 
in the EPIC database. 

[Coincident with reconnaissance 
support, units are tasked to survey 
possible helicopter landing zones in 
the national forests, and are told to 
report any possible “paramilitary 
training” — indeed, any armed ci- 
vilians they see or encounter. I re- 
member one reconnaissance 
mission I was on, my patrol came 
across several men with military 
style firearms. A young patrol mem- 
ber wanted to report them as “mili- 
tia extremists.” (Who says our 
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“drug” was changed to 
“designated.” The 
acronym DLEA 
remained unchanged, 
but its intent was 
altered dramatically — 
as was the support 
JTF-6 began 
providing police. 


58 


Vol. IV, No. 1 


The RESISTER 


public schools don’t work?) I was 
keeping the patrol journal, and re- 
ported them as “Several citizens ex- 
ercising their rights under the 1st 
and 2nd amendments.”] 

The second type of operational 
support is training. Training sup- 
port includes patrolling, helicopter 
insertions and extractions, sniping, 
operations and intelligence, and 
Advanced Military Operations on 
Urbanized Terrain (AMOUT). 
[AMOUT cannot by functionally 
differentiated from Close Quarter 
Combat (CQC) regardless of DoD 
quibbling over semantics. Officially, 
CQC deals with linear targets — 
planes, trains, busses, etc.. The 
training and tactical techniques of 
AMOUT and CQC are however, 
for all practical purposes, identical.] 
The third type of support is lo- 
gistics. Logistical support includes 
engineer projects and air and 
ground transportation. Engineer 
projects include barrier erection, 
road repair, and range construction. 
Air transportation includes UH-60 
(conventional aviation units), MH- 
60 (special operations aviation 
units) and CH-47 helicopters, as 
well as provision for support from 
attack helicopters. Ground trans- 
portation support includes loans of 
military vehicles and the use of tac- 
tical vehicles (such as Bradley In- 
fantry Fighting Vehicles). Logistical 
support also includes loans of sur- 
veillance equipment; primarily pas- 
sive and thermal night observation 
devices. 

The fourth type of operational 
support is Research, Development, 
and Acquisition (RDA). This in- 
volves identifying and demonstrat- 
ing technologies appropriate to 
combining military and law en- 
forcement capabilities and opera- 
tions. 

JTF-6 also provides extensive 
intelligence support to Operation 
Alliance. JTF-6 provides all-source 
intelligence and analyzed data from 
DoD and law enforcement sources 
to DoD forces deployed in support 
of law enforcement agencies oper- 
ating in Texas, New Mexico, Ari- 
zona and California. Intelligence 
support to law enforcement agen- 


cies consists of providing the tech- 
niques, systems and procedures that 
facilitate the analysis, “fusion,” and 
sharing of drug related intelligence 
in response to specific requests from 
law enforcement agencies. This in- 
telligence support is provided by 
attaching DoD intelligence person- 
nel to law enforcement agencies — 
specifically to the FBI and DEA — 
and by aerial imag- 
ery, intelligence in- 
structors, and 
translators. 

This “fusion” of 
military intelligence 
and law enforce- 
ment intelligence is 
reflected in the op- 
erations of DEA’s 
El Paso Intelligence 
Center (EPIC). 

EPIC provides operational and tac- 
tical intelligence to the law enforce- 
ment “community.” It has its own 
proprietary database, as well as ac- 
cess to other proprietary intelligence 
databases — such as those belong-, 
ing to the FBI, CIA, DIA, and 
NSA. EPIC provides this informa- 
tion to authorized DoD, federal, 
and state law enforcement agencies. 
In all, twelve federal agencies are 
members of EPIC. 

There are two other military drug 
task forces. JTF-5, head quartered 
at Coast Guard Island, Alameda, 
California, is responsible for 
counterdrug operations in the Pa- 
cific and Asia and is assigned to sup- 
port Pacific Command (PACOM). 
Combined JTF-4 (CJTF-4), head 
quartered at Key West, Florida, is 
responsible for counterdrug opera- 
tions in Mexico, the Caribbean, and 
Central and South America. CJTF- 
4 is assigned to Atlantic Command 
(LANTCOM). 

Abuses 

I f counterdrug operations can be 
considered an essential mission 
for U.S. armed forces, then 
CJTF-4 and JTF-5 should cause us 
little concern as their operations are 
directed against foreign nations and 
nationals. JTF-6 however, should 
cause us not only concern, but 
alarm, because its policing opera- 


tions are conducted within U.S. 
borders and target U.S. citizens. 

One of the historical truths of 
totalitarian government is that 
population control measures are in- 
stituted incrementally, and the most 
reprobate members of society are 
always the first to be targeted. It’s 
tempting to dismiss JTF-6’s mission 
of “fusing” military and law enforce- 
ment operations and 
intelligence as a nec- 
essary evil to stop 
the flow of illicit 
drugs into America. 
That is exactly what 
the Establishment is 
counting on you to 
think. 

For the past 15 
years active duty re- 
sistance to involve- 
ment with law enforcement has 
been erode — incrementally — by 
both familiarity in performing such 
missions, and by DoD dictate. We 
now have an entire generation of 
career officers and noncommis- 
sioned officers who apprehend no 
danger in training police, support- 
ing law enforcement operations, 
and working in cooperation with 
law enforcement agencies. The 
most senior of those officers are the 
very ones now writing articles in 
professional journals extolling the 
“virtue” of military involvement in 
combating “domestic terrorism.” 
Abuses of the Operation Alli- 
ance-JTF-6 “coalition” by law en- 
forcement agencies are legion. In 
many instances police departments 
will attempt to secure training for 
their officers through Operation 
Alliance rather than pay to have 
their personnel trained by profes- 
sional police trainers. In other in- 
stances law enforcement agencies 
submit blatantly illegal requests for 
support. It helps to think of Opera- 
tional Alliance as a welfare agency 
distributing military “services” to 
law enforcement parasites. 

In October 1992, Company B, 
3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces 
Group (Airborne) deployed to 
Davis Monthan Air Force Base, 
Arizona, to perform a 30 day recon- 
naissance mission on the San Carlos 
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Apache reservation. The request for 
this mission came from the chief of 
the reservation police, who claimed 
concern about smugglers using the 
reservation for the aerial delivery of 
drugs. About half way through the 
mission, one of the company intel- 
ligence sergeants uncovered the fact 
that the chief of the reservation po- 
lice had requested the JTF-6 mis- 
sion for the sole purpose of exerting 
his influence over the tribal coun- 
cil, with whom he was having a po- 
litical battle, and who opposed 
having U.S. soldiers stomping 
around the reservation. During the 
entire 30 day mission no evidence 
of smuggling, aerial or otherwise, 
was reported, despite continuous 
patrols and occupation of observa- 
tion posts. 

Frequently, military liaison offic- 
ers attached to regional law enforce- 
ment drug task force coordination 
offices are the worse abusers of the 
system. The same unit was deployed 
to March AFB, California, in Oc- 
tober 1993 to conduct reconnais- 
sance in the San Bernardino and 
Angeles National Forests. Midway 
through the mission, the JTF-6 li- 
aison officer (a Marine major) sub- 
mitted a request for an aerial 
reconnaissance mission to “over fly 
and take photographs” of a private 
residence — on private property — at 
the request of the DEA and the San 
Bernardino county sheriffs depart- 
ment. To his credit, the commander 
of the SF company, who had his 
own reservations about the legality 
of JTF-6, not only declined the 
mission request, but informed the 
Marine major that if he submitted 
another such request he would re- 
port him to Forces Command for 
soliciting violations of laws prohib- 
iting the military from collecting in- 
telligence on American citizens. 

Unfortunately, not all command- 
ers have such integrity. Requests 
such as the above are commonplace 
— and frequently acted on. 

In the summer of 1993, an Op- 
erational Detachment “A” assigned 
to Company B, 2d Battalion, 10th 
SFG(A), deployed to Padre Island, 
Texas. The detachment was the 
Special Operations and Tactics 


team for company B. They were 
selected for that mission because of 
their CQC qualifications. Their 
mission was officially listed as an 
AMOUT training mission in sup- 
port of local law enforcement. 
T raining completed, they accompa- 
nied the police entry team on a drug 
bust. When details of this flagrant 
violation of the Posse Comitatus 
Act were transmitted to 10th Group 
headquarters, everybody who had 
access to the message traffic was 
ordered “Keep your 
mouths shut!” 

From 08 to 16 
May, 1994, a train- 
ing team from the 
10th SFG(A) sniper 
school conducted a 


sniper course for 
Ohio law enforce- 
ment agencies at 
Camp Perry. That 

training was con- 

ducted under color of Project North 
Star (the Canadian border region 
sister organization of JTF-6), head 
quartered in Buffalo, New York. 
When the sniper instructors arrived 
it was discovered that six of the 23 
police to be trained were Ohio cor- 
rections officers — who had no pos- 
sible connection to the stated 
“counterdrug” purview of the mis- 
sion. In fact, the sniper training had 
nothing to do with counterdrug op- 
erations at all. It was requested by 
the Ohio agencies because they 
couldn’t afford to send their offic- 
ers to a police sniper course. 

Perhaps the most serious ongo- 
ing abuse of the Posse Comitatus 
Act is the incestuous relationship 
between Combat Application 
Group (a.k.a.: “Delta”) and the 
FBI’s Hostage Rescue Team. Any- 
body who has questions about 
HRT’s behavior at Ruby Ridge or 
Waco need only reflect on the fact 
that these two organizations differ 
in name only. HRT is a clone of 
CAG, to the extent that they use 
the same equipment, their training 
is identical, and HRT uses CAG’s 
training facilities, instructors, and 
standard operating procedures. 

I call it an incestuous relation- 
ship because CAG, by virtue of be- 


...in 1989, members of 
SEAL Team 6 
conducted several 
unilateral “take- 
downs” of crack houses 
in Los Angeles. 


ing a subordinate unit of the Joint 
Special Operations Command 
(JSOC), is for all intents and pur- 
poses exempt from the Posse 
Comitatus act. (If they were not 
exempt their relationship with 
HRT would be merely adulterous.) 
This exemption was granted in the 
summer of 1994, when JSOC was 
assigned primary responsibility for 
Counter-Proliferation operations, 
both overseas and within the conti- 
nental United States. CAG was 
designated as 
JCOC’s action 
agency within the 
Army. (The Army 
spells it 

counterproliferation, 
but I refuse to go 
that far.) 

JSOC is officially 
described as “a joint 
headquarters that 
ensures 
interoperability [sic] between spe- 
cial operations forces of each ser- 
vice in support of geographical 
commanders.” Translating weasel 
into English, JSOC is the head- 
quarters that coordinates the 
Army’s CAG and Intelligence Sup- 
port Activity, the Navy’s SEAL 
Team 6, and Air Force and Marine 
support to those units. JSOC is re- 
sponsible for all military 
counterterrorism. (It will also be re- 
sponsible for combating “domestic 
terrorism” against “hate groups” and 
“right-wing antigovernment ex- 
tremists.”) 

It is significant that JSOC is ex- 
empt from Posse Comitatus because 
so are the Navy and the Marines. 
The Marines, with notable excep- 
tions, operate within the same con- 
straints as does the Army. But that 
is a voluntary decision, secured only 
by a memorandum of understand- 
ing (MOU) between the Comman- 
dant, USMC, and the Justice 
Department. If you were wonder- 
ing why most of the shooting inci- 
dents along the Southwest border 
involve Marines, it is because Army 
units are generally forbidden to ap- 
proach closer than 6 miles from the 
Mexican border, while Marines 
have no such limitations. Direct 
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Marine involvement with Border 
Patrol operations are not construed 
as violations of Posse Comitatus. 

The Navy has signed no such 
MOU. Indeed, in 1989, members 
of SEAL Team 6 conducted sev- 
eral unilateral “take-downs” of crack 
houses in Los Angeles. Credit, of 
course, was given to LADP’s Metro 
SWAT team. But because every- 
body in the counterterrorism busi- 
ness wears the same uniforms, uses 
the same equipment, weapons and 
tactics, it’s impossible to tell the 
operators apart. Indeed, there is 
hardly a federal agency that has not 
formed their own private army. 
Even Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment has a SWAT unit! And 
they’re all trained by — you guessed 
it — either the Army through the 
auspices of Operation Alliance, 
CAG, or their clones in HRT. 

None of This Happened by 
Accident 

I n February 1991, colonels Wil- 
liam W. Mendel, and Murl D. 
Munger (Ret.), of the Strategic 
Studies Institute, U.S. Army War 
College, wrote a book intended to 
be distributed throughout the mili- 
tary command structure and among 
federal law enforcement agencies 
entitled: Campaign Planning and the 
Drug War. In the forward, Attor- 
ney General Edwin Meese III re- 
marked; 

...military experience is relevant to 
the effort against illegal drugs. The 
need to utilize intelligence , develop 
strategic and operational plans , and 
conduct coordinated tactical actions 
exists as much in the battle against 
drugs as it does on the battlefield. Thus , 
leaders in the fight against drugs can 
learn much from tested military tech- 
niques. 

Campaign Plann in g and the Drug 
War was essentially the culmination 
of the counterdrug “journal debates” 
of the 1980s. (My personal experi- 
ence over the past 24 years of active 
duty, is that when official journals 
begin publishing articles “debating” 
an issue, the decision in favor of that 
issue has already been made. All 


they’re really doing is brainwashing 
their audience to accept it by trying 
out various methods of implemen- 
tation, while teaching bandwagon 
jumpers a new career enhancing 
weasel vocabulary with which to 
pepper their briefings and efficiency 
reports. You’d be amazed at the 
number of senior officers with ad- 
vanced degrees from 
OK universities who 
actually believe what 
they’re reading and 
try to make it hap- 
pen. Anybody who 
stands up and says 
“this is wrong” — in 
other words, some- 
body who really 
does want to debate 
the issue — is imme- 
diately branded 
“not a team player” 
and marginalized 
into obscurity and 
career death.) 

Campaign Plan- 
ning and the Drug 
War was devoted to 
extolling the virtues 
of militarizing the planning and 
decision making processes of civil- 
ian law enforcement agencies. The 
planning process referred to 
throughout the text is known in the 
military as campaign planning. In 
the introduction, colonels Mendel 
and Munger ask the question; “Was 
there a gap between National Drug 
Control Strategy and law enforce- 
ment tactical actions that could be 
bridged by military campaign plan- 
ning methods...?” 

Of course there was, or they 
wouldn’t have written the book! 
Major general Paul G. Cerjan, then 
commandant of the War College, 
considered this “gap” to be a “void 
in drug war planning.” To fill this 
“gap” Mendel and Munger detailed 
the “Principles, formats, and ex- 
amples of military operational plan- 
ning techniques... offered as models 
for interagency civil-military ac- 
tions.” 

Why did the Army War College 
consider it necessary to militarize 
the operational planning procedures 
of civilian law enforcement agen- 


cies? “This is because,” continue 
Mendel and Munger, “the military 
could then synchronize its training 
and budget programs with the 
planned actions of civilian law en- 
forcement authority.” [!] 

By the time Campaign Plan- 
ning... had been published, all U.S. 
Army Major Commands 
(MACOM), and 
many of their as- 
signed headquarters, 
had established pri- 
mary staff positions 
to deal with and plan 
counterdrug opera- 
tions. So Mendel 
and Munger were 
addressing an exist- 
ing military structure 
and were simply in- 
forming law en- 
forcement agencies 
how to reorganize 
their staff and plan- 
ning procedures to 
match those of their 
military counter- 
parts. 

Since Bush’s 
War, Coalition Warfare (you can 
almost sense DoD wants to call it 
coalitionwarfare — but the Army 
hasn’t been dumbed-down enough 
yet for it to work) has become the 
latest bandwagon for generals seek- 
ing One More Star. From the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
down to brigade level, you will find 
not a single general who contends 
that the United States can — or 
should — engage in unilateral action 
solely in America’s interest. This 
monstrous (and dare I say, treason- 
ous) idea has been extended to the 
so-called “War on Drugs.” In fact, 
the latest buzzword is “Jointness,” 
and the recent appointment of Gen- 
eral Hugh Shelton as CJCS — be- 
sides the enthusiasm he showed 
reinstalling the Communist 
Aristide as president of Haiti at 
U.S. bayonet point — is a reflection 
of his sympathetic view of merging 
the several armed forces of America 
into a joint force. This is referred 
to as “Purple” in weaslespeak. 

The ‘coalition” of military and 
civilian law enforcement is ad- 


The Soviets have such 
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dressed by Mendel and Munger in 
glowing terms, along with a recom- 
mendation that a “coalition head- 
quarters” be established to better 
coordinate military and civilian law 
enforcement efforts. 

The Soviets have such a “coali- 
tion headquarters.” It’s called 
Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennoe 
Bezospasnosti (MGB), or Ministry 
for State Security. Ask FBI direc- 
tor Louis Freeh about it. He as- 
signed FBI liaison officers there. 
Also ask Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, 
general Hugh 
Shelton. The U.S. 
and (former?) So- 
viet armies are now 
“Partners for 
Peace.” I shouldn’t 
need to remind you 
that “peace” is the Communist bro- 
mide meaning lack of opposition to 
communism. 

The War on Us 

W aco was not an aberra- 
tion. It was a “trial bal- 
loon” sent up by those 
who perceive a “coalition” of mili- 
tary and law enforcement in the al- 
leged “War on Drugs” to be a Good 
Thing. It was, therefore, a portent 
of the future. And the military’s in- 
volvement in that unspeakable out- 
rage, along with their subsequent 
cover-up of the magnitude of their 
involvement, bodes ill for America’s 
future. Personally, I cannot think of 
a single totalitarian government that 
did not eventually, and deliberately, 
use its military as an internal secu- 
rity force. 

Totalitarian governments are 
forever declaring “war” on some- 
thing or somebody. They must. For 
if they don’t, otherwise rational 
people will begin to question the 
ever increasing despotic rules, 
“laws,” regulations and “policies” 
they live under. And if they’re 
armed, well... government begins to 
have problems, doesn’t it? 

Normal people desire to live free 
of tyrannical policies and dictato- 
rial decrees. Yet, lemming like, these 
same people will stampede across 
the plain of liberty only to fling 


themselves off the cliff of “security” 
to crash onto the rocks of totalitari- 
anism below, if but some “enemy” 
is declared — by professional con 
artists known popularly as “politi- 
cians” — to be a threat to their peace- 
ful ways. 

Thus did the “Antitrust” rheto- 
ric of the late 1800 ’s subvert Ameri- 
can capitalism and usher in our 
mixed-economy. Thus did “Mak- 
ing the World Safe for Democracy” 
forever embroil us in European wars 
and give us a foreign policy 
inimicable to 
America’s interests. 
Thus did the “New 
Deal” usher in 
American fascism 
and make the col- 
lectivist “left” unas- 
sailable. Thus did 
the “civil rights” movement subvert 
the very concept of property rights. 
Thus did the “War on Poverty” ut- 
terly abrogate the First amendment. 
Thus did the “War on Drugs” usher 
in a militarized nascent police state. 
And thus will the yet-to-be-de- 
clared ‘War on Domestic Terror- 
ism’ result in total despotism. 

Have any of these “wars” on a 
mystical “something” ever ended? 
No — they were never intended to 
end. And the “War on Drugs” will 
never end either. 

Does anybody really care if 
society’s detritus and losers stone 
themselves into oblivion and even- 
tually kill themselves? I don’t; and 
you shouldn’t either. If you do care, 
you have fallen for the oldest con 
game in history — altruism. And you 
will die in a labor camp — whether 
it be confined behind barbed wire, 
or America’s borders — in conse- 
quence. 

Speaking only for myself, I in- 
tend to die a free man — selfish of 
my liberty, unreconstructed, and 
unrepentant. 

$ 




Waco was not an 
aberration. It was a 
“trial balloon” 
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The legal effect of these constitutional 
recognitions of the rights of individuals to 
defend their property, liberties , and lives, 
against the government , is to legalize 
resistance to all injustices and oppression , 
of every name and nature whatsoever, 
on the part of government. 

Lysander Spooner, 1852 




| The military value of a partisan s work 
is not measured in the amount of 
property destroyed , or the number 
of men killed or captured , but by the 
number he keeps watching. 
John S. Mosby 


THE PARTISAN 
SNIPER 

(Part 1) 


What is Sniping and How Does it Work? 

by 

C. Shore & F.D. Godman 


S niping has nothing to do with 
long range target shooting. 
There, we’ve said it. Long 
range target shooters can yap and 
snarl all they want — but when it 
comes to sniping, their parochial 
shooting club is irrelevant. To be 
more precise, not only is their pas- 
sion for punching holes in paper 
bulls- eye targets at 1000 yards with 
magnum or custom calibers utterly 
irrelevant, their marksmanship spe- 
cialty is as useless to sniping as the 
technocracy it spawns. The bottom 
line is that if your sniper rifle isn’t 
7.62mm (.308 Winchester) and you 
can’t hit what your shooting at with 
de-linked machine-gun ammuni- 
tion, you’re a pretender. 

If you own a copy of John 
Plaster’s The Ultimate Sniper , you 
may wish to dispose of it the same 
way the Camp Lejune, North Caro- 
lina, Marine Corps Scout Sniper 
School cadre did when they were 
sent a copy of Plaster’s tome in 
1994. They read it, then hung on a 

Shore & Godman are a s?iiper pair. 
They've been working together closely 
since mid 80's to advance the craft; not 
always at the same time , or in the same 
place , but for the same reasons. 


target frame for anybody to shoqt. 
Mr. Plaster promises a new book on 
the same subject: The Advanced Ul- 
timate Sniper. (We’re simply fasci- 
nated by the notion that and 
ultimate anything can have an ad- 
vanced version of itself.) 


Learnec 

T 


Forget Everything You’ve 
Learned 

Le title of this Partisan se- 
rial, “The Partisan Sniper,” 
is a bit of a misnomer. There 
is not one whit of 
difference between a 
government ap- 
proved military 
sniper and a partisan 
sniper. Rather, the 
distinction revolves 
around how the 
craft is learned, practiced, and ex- 
ercised. 

The military sniper has approved 
weapons and equipment; the parti- 
san sniper does not. The military 
sniper has familiar training facili- 
ties and bottomless logistical sup- 
port; the partisan sniper does not. 
The military sniper has a uniform 
and government sanction (in other 
words, a badge); the partisan sniper 


is considered an outlaw. In short, 
all the advantages are on the parti- 
san sniper’s side. 

Undoubtedly, if you’re at all in- 
terested in sniping, you have a stack 
of gun and adventure magazines 
with sniping articles about how to 
do this, how to make that, and what 
sort of rifle and ancillary equipage 
is simply the best. Gather them up, 
take them to the back yard, and 
burn them. Let the military snipers 
read them. When push comes to 
shove, those articles will be their 
undoing. The reason is because 
much of their training is premised 
on accepting the myths presented 
in those articles as fact. You, as a 
partisan sniper, will need a clear 
objective mind unfettered by non- 
critical acceptance of third and 
fourth-hand regurgitation of some- 
body else’s second-hand misinter- 
pretations of first-hand experience. 

Forget also the mythology of 
sniping history. Sniping, as we 
_____ know it, began in 
the trenches on the 
Sniping has nothing to Western front in 

do with long range World War L The 


target shooting 


British, not the Ger- 
mans, were its pro- 
■ — genitors. And while 

we’re at it, gaggles of 
mufti clothed Revolutionary War 
riflemen were not snipers. They 
were skirmishers. Packs of green 
uniformed Berdan’s Sharpshooters 
or individual Confederate 
Whitworth marksmen were not 
snipers. They were light infantry- 
men and individual marksmen. It is 
simply impossible to snipe with a 
black powder weapon. Neither were 
Kommandos of Boers, dug-in on a 
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kopje, snipers. They were conven- 
tional riflemen. So, if all the ac- 
cepted myths about the origins of 
sniping are not true, where did it 
begin and who started it? 

It began in the Scottish highland 
deer forests. The poachers who 
haunted them (and property own- 
ers who opposed them) started it. 
They and also gave sniping its lexi- 
con: stalk, glass, ghillie, etc.. They 
also gave us our working definition 
of sniping (upon which this series 
is premised): Sniping is poaching 
humans. 

But poaching is illegal! — cry our 
detractors. Yes it is. Poaching is an 
egregious violation of English and 
American common law property 
rights. If it makes you ‘feel’ better 
about yourself you can revert to the 
word “hunting.” Call killing what- 
ever you want. Regardless, sniping 
is still poaching humans. We don’t 
deal in rationalizations. 

It’s important to call things what 
they really are, because to be a suc- 
cessful partisan sniper, you need to 
learn to think, and kill, like a 
poacher. We mean this in the con- 
text that your life as a partisan sniper 
will be grounded firmly in decep- 
tion, guile and willful violence unto 
others (because you want to, not 
because you’re ordered to). Military 
snipers are backed up by a pretty 
sizable (and well armed) mob. The 
partisan sniper will be out there 
alone, or at best with a partner. 
Military snipers go where and do 
what they’re told. You, on the other 
hand, need to think and do for your- 
self. The first step therefore is to put 
yourself in the correct frame of 
mind. Coincidentally, learning how 
to think like a poacher is also our 
first lesson. 

How Observation Works 

S niping is an exercise in decep- 
tive behavior. Deceptive be- 
havior, as opposed to decep- 
tion per se , is an individual activity 
whereby the sniper manipulates not 
only his physical environment for 
his personal security, but also the 
observation process of his target — 
for the purpose of shooting him. 


Because the process of observa- 
tion is generally a mental activity, 
the sniper’s counter-observation 
consists of deliberately distorting 
the observer’s perception of reality. 
(The terms “observer,” “target” and 
“sniper” are used interchangeably 
throughout this section. Because 
observation is a mental process the 
description of those mental process 
must apply equally to both the 
sniper and his target. If that seems 
confusing, read this section twice; 
once from the perspective of the 
“target” and again from the perspec- 
tive of the “sniper.”) 

The mechanics of observation 
are a mental and emotional involve- 
ment with what is being observed. 
Observation is con- 
ditioned by patterns 
of perception, which 
are the processes of 
selection by which 
the observer be- 
comes aware of the object. The pro- 
cesses of perception occurs through 
the five physical senses; visual 
(color-form and movement), audi- 
tory, olfactory, gustatory, and tac- 
tile. Another rarely considered sense 
is the categorical sense — the se- 
lecting out of the conceptualized 
concretes of that which is perceived. 
Deception succeeds when the con- 
ceptualized concretes of perception 
are corrupted. Please note that if 
there is no observer (i.e., no target 
to shoot) there is no deception be- 
ing practiced. 

Perception is conditioned by five 
mental events: Feeling (identifica- 
tion with the object); 
conceptualization (about the ob- 
ject); directionality (to the object); 
rapport (with the object), and fixa- 
tion (on the object). 

Physical feeling occurs within the 
five physical sense perceptions, 
while mental feeling occurs within 
the categorical sense perception of 
that object. The target’s identifica- 
tion with the object can be pleas- 
ant, unpleasant, or neutral. Feelings 
about the object are either subjec- 
tive (emotional) or objective (cog- 
nitive) and can be rejected or 
accepted depending upon the 
strength of the target’s 'feelings’ 


about it. Generally, there is either 
attachment to the object in ques- 
tion, or rejection of it. 

Conceptualization is knowledge 
about an object by association. 
Conceptualization deals with iden- 
tifying an object’s defining and spe- 
cific characteristics. Propositions 
regarding the object’s defining and 
specifying characteristics are formu- 
lated by one’s perception of the ob- 
ject, information about the object, 
speculation about the object, and 
knowledge about the object. In 
other words, conceptualization is 
perceiving an object and forming a 
proposition about it based on the 
object’s defining or clarifying char- 
acteristics, and its non-defining or 
obscuring character- 
i s t i c s . 
Conceptualization 
also operates in 
ideas regarding the 
object, which can 
also be either subjective or objec- 
tive. Also, conceptualization oper- 
ates in the realm of experience with 
and knowledge of the object. If one 
has no experience with an object, 
or no prior knowledge of it, con- 
cepts from slowly. 

Directionality is the mental ac- 
tivity that sets the mind on a per- 
ceived object. Directionality is 
action conditioned by perception. 
Directionality occurs in all six senses 
and is conditioned by sensory situ- 
ations or activity. This is the most 
important of the five mental events 
because it is intentional , and is pre- 
mised on the actions the observer 
will take with reference to the ob- 
ject. The actions taken are either 
positive, negative, or non-commit- 
tal (i.e., shoot at the target, don’t 
shoot at the target, not particularly 
concerned if the target gets shot or 
not). Directionality is also condi- 
tioned by time (past, present, or fu- 
ture), the situation, and ongoing 
events. 

Rapport surfaces when a decision 
is arrived at concerning the per- 
ceived object based on positive feel- 
ings about the object, the sense that 
perceived it, and the thought pro- 
cess. Rapport is closely allied with 
feeling, for if rapport with the ob- 


Sniping is poaching 
humans. 
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ject is strong enough, the positive 
feeling will become the cause of 
adhering to the object. (For ex- 
ample; detailing a winsome female 
to distract targets manning a check- 
point — just before you shoot a 
couple of them.) 

The final mental event, fixation, 
is the continuity which holds atten- 
tion on the perceived object. Also 
known as egocentric demanding, 
fixation is related to directionality. 
Directionality is the general action 
of paying attention, whereas fixa- 
tion is a “jump” to the object per- 
ceived. (For example; displaying 
something the observer will auto- 
matically take to be a threat just af- 
ter you shoot.) 

Of specific interest to the sniper 
engaged in deceptive behavior is the 
fact that all five mental events must 
be complete for full awareness on 
the part of the observer. If there is 
no feeling there is no appreciation; 
no conceptualization, no object 
characterization; no directionality, 
no attention; no rapport, no crite- 
ria for perception; and if there is no 
fixation, there is no object confron- 
tation. It is apparent that the men- 
tal event known as directionality is 
the most likely target for the sniper’s 
deceptive behavior. The other four 
mental events are equally suscep- 
tible, and the results of their cor- 
ruption are just as fatal. This is 
fertile ground for the imaginative 
partisan sniper. 

Deceptive Behavior 

D eception, per se, is an ac- 
tivity designed to mislead 
an enemy by manipulation, 
distortion, or falsification of evi- 
dence to induce him to react in a 
manner prejudicial to his self-inter- 
est. Further, it ensures security to 
real plans, operations or activities. 
Tactical cover and deception opera- 
tions are complex affairs involving 
the coordination of numerous or- 
ganizations simultaneously manipu- 
lating physical phenomena and 
notional information, with the gen- 
eral aim of diverting enemy re- 
sources away from the field of real 
activity. It is an economy of force 
measure. 


Deceptive behavior is the activ- 
ity of misleading in which the in- 
terdependent activities of 
deception — concealment, secrecy, 
and cover — interact to induce, or 
reinforce, corruption of the 
observer’s perceptions. Perception, 
which is a function of the sensory 
field and its attendant phenomena, 
and the mental events of the 
observer’s thought process, are ma- 
nipulated by the techniques of im- 
bedding and dispersal using the 
variables of space, time, objects, 
conditions, and situations. 

The aim of deceptive behavior is 
to maintain security. Security is 
achieved by the activities of conceal- 
ment and cover. 

Concealment and 
cover can only be 
maintained by 
means of deception. 

Deceptive behavior 
manipulates cat- 
egorical perception, 
which is the process 
of singling out con- 
ceptual contents of a 
reference object. 

What is deceived in 
all cases is the 
observer’s ability to correctly catego- 
rize his perceptions. 

The sniper seeks therefore, to 
reach into the observer’s mind in 
order to induce, or reinforce delu- 
sion. If the sniper is successful the 
target will undertake actions — to 
include inaction — detrimental to 
his own best interest. Generally 
speaking, the target is engaged in 
the activity of self-deception. The 
sniper presents the target with an 
illusion, a false precept in the sen- 
sory field. The target forms an opin- 
ion — subjective or objective — based 
on his knowledge of the object. If 
the target’s rapport with the object 
is clouded by his emotional feeling 
for it, he will believe what he sees 
to be real. That is the foundation 
of delusion. 

Self-Deception 

T he sniper’s craft is to ma- 
nipulate the operational en- 
vironment in a manner that 
induces his targets to practice self- 


deception (e.g., "It’s been quiet for 
hours, so I’ll just take a peek over 
this wall....”). The process of self- 
deception depends upon the vari- 
ables of capacity, awareness, and 
motive. 

Capacity is the ability to un-de- 
ceive. The sniper always has the ca- 
pacity to un-deceive (i.e. shoot) the 
observer. Exercising that capacity is 
a matter of convenience. When the 
observer is induced to deceive him- 
self he may very well have the ca- 
pacity to un-deceive himself, but he 
cannot actualize it without negat- 
ing a previously held belief (i.e., “I’m 
safe here”). Awareness is knowing 
you have the capacity to un-deceive. 

The sniper knows 
that he has it. The 
observer may have 
the capacity to un- 
deceive, but having 
deluded himself, he 
is not aware of it. 
Motive is a rather 
gray area. The 
sniper’s motives are 
clear — security. The 
motives of the ob- 
server continuing his 
self deception stem 
from the manner in which the 
sniper presents information via the 
sensory field and its four variables. 

The intention of deceptive be- 
havior is to induce the observer to 
participate in his own deception. 
This is accomplished by presenting 
the observer with spurious frag- 
ments of information shrouded in 
the element of truth. Information 
should conform as closely as pos- 
sible with the observer’s perception 
of reality, arrive at the observer from 
various and diverse sources, and be 
believable. 

Additionally, the observer must 
be made to work to gather the in- 
formation he is fed, because the 
more work he has to do for himself 
before reaching the conclusions he 
is intended to draw, the more likely 
he is to accept the result as the truth. 
The information the observer is fed 
should be very subtle, and arrive 
more as a shift in emphasis than as 
a fact. What the observer receives 
is in fact disinformation. 


The aim of deceptive 
behavior is to 
maintain security. 
Security is achieved by 
the activities of 
concealment and 
cover. 
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Disinformation is presented with 
the aim of hiding activities (includ- 
ing concealment), the truth (which 
is known by the sniper), intentions 
and motives. 

Generally, deception is a physi- 
cal activity whereas deceptive be- 
havior is a mental activity. The 
former manipulates the physical 
environment, the latter the 
observer’s mind. Deception and 
deceptive behavior are closely re- 
lated but not the same. Deceptive 
behavior is the intent to deceive 
(which follows a motive — poaching 
targets — for deceit). The procedure 
by which intention is carried out is 
deception. 

The intentions of deceptive be- 
havior are fourfold: The mainte- 
nance of personal security, the 
inducement or reinforcement of 
delusion, the subversion of the 
observer’s senses, and the corruption 
of the observer’s perception of real- 
ity. As both the intent and aim of 
deceptive behavior, security must 
permeate every thought and action 
of the sniper. That is not so much 
an inducement to excessive caution 
as it is a condition for survival. 

The intent to subvert or corrupt 
the observer’s sense perception is 
conditioned by the mind’s require- 
ment for a percept — an object or ac- 
tivity — to pass through the 
verifying channels (senses) in order 
to confirm or deny the conceptual 
contents of the object. These veri- 
fying channels consist of either a re- 
dundancy of the original sense or 
multiple sense verification. 

Uncorrupted perception relies 
upon the observer sifting through 
multiple layers of information. This 
information comes to him through 
primary sense perception, second- 
ary sense perception, and supple- 
mental source verification. This is, 
figuratively, a chain of information, 
and as such will only be as strong as 
its weakest link. Studying this chain, 
the sniper will find that invariably 
the weak link is the mind of the 
observer. The source of weakness is 
the emotional response of the ob- 
server to the information. The more 
intense the emotional reaction, the 
less verification the observer will 


seek, and therefore, the less effort 
the sniper must expend to deceive. 

Deceptive behavior (intention) is 
essentially and economy of force 
measure. If the primary sense pre- 
ceptor cannot be deceived, the ef- 
fort is directed at the verifying 
sources which, generally, are more 
prone to the procedures of decep- 
tion. Regardless of where the effort 
is directed (primary, __ _____ 

secondary, or 
supplemental source 
verification) the 
mind of the observer 
is the ultimate target 
of deceptive behav- 
ior. This is true 
whether observation 
is unaided, or me- 
chanically and elec- 
tronically assisted. — — — 

Specifically, the information re- 
ceived is considered verifiable if it 
is believable (the observer is dis- 
posed to believe its validity), diverse 
(it arrives from many and varied 
sources — which may or may not be 
under the observer’s control), and 
it is reliable (the observer has no 
reason to doubt its validity in light 
of past experience). 

. Reliability is the target of decep- 
tion procedures. This is especially 
true when the procedures are aimed 
at technical observation devices. If 
the observer perceives the device’s 
information as unreliable — regard- 
less of its truth — the observer must 
rely upon secondary and supple- 
mental verification measures, which 
are generally more susceptible to de- 
ception measures. (For example: A 
sniper wishes to infiltrate a secure 
facility. He waits for stormy nights, 
and every time there is a storm he 
intentionally trips sensors at the 
point where he desires to ingress the 
facility. He does this for months. 
This reduces security’s confidence 
in the sensors and eventually they 
either slow-down their reaction 
time, or ignore that sensor string al- 
together. The sniper, watching all 
this, waits for the next stormy night 
and makes his ingress at that point.) 

The procedures of deceptive be- 
havior exist in three modalities and 
three categories. 


The distinction 
between covert and 
clandestine deception 
procedures is subtle 
and largely a matter of 
timing. 


The three modalities are overt, 
covert, and clandestine. Overt de- 
ception procedures are those which 
the sniper intends the observer to 
observe and act upon at will. The 
sniper arranges percepts in the op- 
erational environment which are 
then acted upon by the observer. 
This affords the sniper the oppor- 
tunity to observer the observer and 

__ learn his habits and 

reactions to those 
given sense data. 
When the activity is 
overt, the sniper’s 
motives and true in- 
tentions remain hid- 
den. Overt 

deception proce- 
dures are essentially 
a precondition to 
" more elaborate de- 
ception efforts. 

Covert deception procedures are 
activities undertaken by the sniper 
when his presence is still a matter 
of secrecy. The deception activity is 
disguised but not hidden. If discov- 
ered the sniper can fall back on a 
cover activity allowing recourse to 
deny the purpose of his presence. 
(For example; the sniper cases a tar- 
get area in the guise of a “home- 
less” vagabond.) Clandestine 
deception procedures have the aim 
of ensuring concealment (they are 
secret because they are concealed), 
even though the observer is aware 
of the sniper’s presence. It is activ- 
ity hidden but not disguised. (For 
example; a mouseholed building 
where each mousehole leads to a 
different pre-prepared hide. They 
know you’re there, they just don’t 
know where.) 

The distinction between covert 
and clandestine deception proce- 
dures is subtle and largely a matter 
of timing. From the motive and in- 
tention to snipe, through the selec- 
tion of area and target, that activity 
(and its supporting deception ef- 
forts) are covert. After the first shot, 
the sniper’s activity is clandestine. 

The categories of deception are 
manipulative, simulative, and imi- 
tative. 

Manipulative deception is the 
management of fraud through ma- 
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nipulation of the operational envi- 
ronment. The observer is manipu- 
lated by the sniper when he 
misrepresents activities, informa- 
tion, objects, and his intentions and 
motives. The aim of manipulative 
deception procedures is to corrupt 
the observer’s perception of events 
by providing misleading sense per- 
ceptions. The methods by which 
this is achieved include manipulat- 
ing the physical environment, emo- 
tions, fears, habits, and attention. 

The physical environment can be 
manipulated by al- 
tering real objects, or — • 
injecting fraudulent 
data which is real 
but misrepresenta- 
tive. Manipulation 

of the observer 

proper takes place 
through his emotions, fears, and 
habits. These are not manipulated 
in the same sense as the physical en- 
vironment, but through his actions 
the sniper induces the observer to 
manipulate himself. Concerning 
emotions, the sniper must gain 
knowledge of the observer’s inter- 
ests, motives and prejudices. The 
fears of the observer will be revealed 
through his actions and habits, and 
his actions and habits will become 
his own worse enemy. The 
observer’s habits should not be al- 
tered; merely observed as a matter 
of interest. Attention is manipu- 
lated through the techniques of 
imbedding and dispersal. The pro- 
cedures of manipulative deception 
include those of simulative decep- 
tion. Simulative deception proce- 
dures are those parts of 
manipulative deception that feign 
reality. The aims of simulative de- 
ception are to appease the observer’s 
sense perception (by presenting an 
observable quantity through which 
his attention can be imbedded or 
dispersed), his preconceived ideas 
(what is presented to him conforms 
to his perception of reality), and his 
ego (what is presented to him con- 
firms what the observer holds to be 
true). Simulative deception is the 
manipulation of appearances. 

Imitative deception procedures 
are the copying, or assuming sen- 


Here’s Sniping Secret 
# 1: Aim center mass 
and press the trigger. 


sory appearances, from a given 
model in order to mislead (disperse 
the observer’s objective reference), 
confuse (inject uncertainty and 
doubt into the observer’s perception 
of sense data), and dupe (play upon 
the observer’s naivete — assuming 
the observer believes what he sees). 

Transporting your weapon cam- 
ouflaged as a piece of innocent 
equipment, is an example of imita- 
tive deception. 

Deceptive behavior is but one 
area of study in the principle of se- 
crecy that defines 
sniping. The prin- 
ciple of secrecy en- 
compasses the 
interdisciplines of 
deception, observa- 
tion, concealment, 
cover, and stealth. 
Separating one topic from the 
whole is purely a matter of conve- 
nience, not an indication of the 
topic’s merit. We can safely say, 
however, that deception is a link pin 
that ties the other interdisciplines 
together, and provides a frame of 
reference which distinguishes snip- 
ing from mundane sharpshooting. 
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A Final Note 

allons of ink are spilled ex- 
horting that the sniper is 
really a pretty humane kind 
of guy because he never shoots at 
anybody unless he intends to kill 
them. That is utter drivel. 

Go to any police or military 
sniper range and you’ll see targets 
marked with “kill zones” and you’ll 
hear the shooter’s partner telling the 
shooter to aim for this or that body 
part. This miracle is usually ex- 
pressed in terms of “bullet place- 
ment.” It is the shooting exercise of 
fools. 

Here’s Sniping Secret # 1: Aim 
center mass and press the trigger. 
The standard of success for the 
sniper is to hit the person he's shoot- 
ing at. That’s all. He may or may 
not die. That is not your concern. 
We’ll discuss the mechanics of and 
reason for Sniping Secret #1 in a 
future installment. 
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A ny discussion of the process 
of investigation and ulti- 
mately the prosecution of 
criminal conspiracies must necessar- 
ily include definitions of what con- 
stitutes a conspiracy, investigative 
methodology, prosecutorial strate- 
gies and defenses commonly em- 
ployed. There are other tangential 
issues which seem to accompany 
most investigations of this sort. 
They include the ethical and effec- 
tive use of informers and agents, and 
ethics in the conduct of the investi- 
gation in general. 

Before we delve into the art and 
tradecraft of investigation, we first 
must define the meaning of con- 
spiracy in the legal context. It is in 
that context that I frame this article. 
In our American tradition, law is 
that instrument which protects the 
common man from the power of the 
state. Non sub homine sed sub deo et 
lege (It is not by men, but by God 
and the law [that we are governed]). 
So it is to the law that one must first 
go to determine what precisely con- 
spiracy is. 

Criminal Conspiracy Defined 

W hile different states and 
the Federal Government 
have slightly differing 
definitions of “conspiracy” it is gen- 
erally held that if (1) two or more 
persons conspire; (2) to commit any 
crime [the crime is specified bylaw]; 
(3) wherein an overt act is commit- 


<> 

ted by one or more of the parties 
toward the completion of the 
crime; the crime of “conspiracy” is 
complete and may be charged. 

To break it down even further 
there must be more than one per- 
son involved in a situation in which 
the commission of a crime is 
planned. The crimes 
specified by federal 
and state statutes are 
very broad and in- 
clude all categories 
of theft and fraud; 
falsely moving or 
maintaining any 
suit, action or pro- 
ceeding; acts injuri- 
ous to public health, 
morals or those 
which obstruct jus- 
tice; crimes against 
public officials, etc. 

Following that 

plan between co- 

conspirators, one or 
more of the conspirators takes a step 
beyond mere planning to complete 
the public offense. The overt act 
need not in itself constitute a crime 
or be an attempt to commit the 
crime which is the ultimate objec- 
tive of the conspiracy. For example: 
John and Paul discuss robbing a lo- 
cal convenience store, plan the rob- 
bery and Paul buys a pistol for the 
(implied) purpose of committing 
the crime without telling John about 


<> 

the purchase. Has John committed 
the crime of conspiracy to commit 
robbery? Yes! 

Each member of the conspiracy 
is liable for each act and bound by 
each declaration of every other 
member of the conspiracy if the act 
or declaration is in furtherance of 
the object of the conspiracy. There- 
fore, the act of one conspirator pur- 
suant to or in furtherance of the 
conspiracy is the act of all conspira- 
tors. Conspirators are also respon- 
sible and liable for the natural and 
probable consequences of any crime 
or act of another co-conspirator 
even though such crime or act was 
not present when the conspiracy 
was formed. Lets go back to John 
and Paul. We know now, they have 
planned a crime together and Paul 
bought a pistol. To take it one step 
further, Paul continues with the 
_______ plan and holds up 

the convenience 
store. Under the 
law, John is bound 
by Paul’s actions be- 
cause they conspired 
together to commit 
the crime. 

The formation 
and existence of a 
conspiracy may be 
inferred from all cir- 
cumstances tending 
to show the com- 
mon intent and may 
be proved in the 
same way as any 
other fact may be 
proved. It may be shown by direct 
testimony or through direct or cir- 
cumstantial evidence. It is not nec- 
essary for purposes of law to show a 
meeting of the alleged conspirators 
or the making of an express or for- 
mal agreement. Neither is evidence 
that a person was merely in the 
company or associated with one or 
more of the conspirators enough to 
establish they were members of the 
conspiracy. 


Each member of the 
conspiracy is liable for 
each act and bound by 
each declaration of 
every other member of 
the conspiracy if the 
act or declaration is in 
furtherance of the 
object of the 
conspiracy. 
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It is not a defense to the crime of 
conspiracy that an alleged co-con- 
spirator did not know all the other 
conspirators. The members of a 
conspiracy may be widely separated 
geographically, and yet may be in 
agreement on a criminal design and 
may act in concert in pursuance of 
that design. The adoption by a per- 
son of the criminal design and 
criminal intent entertained in com- 
mon by others and of its object and 
purpose is all that is necessary to 
make that person a co-conspirator 
when the required elements of a 
conspiracy are present. 

Let’s take a look at another il- 
lustration. You meet with three 
friends and plan to heist an armored 
car. One of your friends works for 
the company that operates the ar- 
mored car service and has inside 
knowledge of routes, the amount of 
money picked up along the route 
and where the armored car would 
be most vulnerable. As part of the 
process of planning, tasks are as- 
signed to each member present. You 
think it’s a rhetorical exercise but 
your friends are serious about com- 
mitting a crime. Are you guilty of 
conspiracy to commit robbery? Not 
yet. There’s no overt act toward the 
completion of the crime. 

Say, one of your friends is in the 
Army and steals an AT-4 (anti-tank 
rocket) from the arsenal for the pur- 
pose of taking out the armored car. 
Are you now? Yes. Even if in your 
mind the exercise was only a fanci- 
ful exercise in tactics. The overt act 
taken by one of your co-conspira- 
tors toward the completion of the 
crime legally binds all members as 
if they had each made an overt act. 
Taking it one step further, you get 
cold feet and decide not to go along 
with the plan and you do not par- 
ticipate in the armored car robbery. 
Having not participated in the ac- 
tual commission of the crime, have 
you eliminated your criminal expo- 
sure? No, you are still guilty of the 
crime of conspiracy. 

In order to withdraw from a con- 
spiracy, you must do so absolutely. 
Mere dis-association at that point 
is not enough. There are different 
legal standards for withdrawal from 
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a conspiracy which are found in case 
law in each state and within Fed- 
eral law as well. 

There is also a burden on law 
enforcement and prosecutors in the 
formulation of proof for the pur- 
poses of criminal prosecution of co- 
conspirators. A co-conspirator’s 
testimony is insuffi- 
cient in an of itself 
to show a con- 
spiracy. Corrobo- 
rating information 
must also be pre- 
sented by a prosecu- 
tor in addition to 
the testimony of a 
co-conspirator to 
show that a con- 
spiracy actually ex- 
isted. From a 
practical viewpoint, 
there must be a 
common scheme or 
design which needs 
to be proved in or- 
der to convince a 
jury beyond reason- 
able doubt that the 
crime (of con- 
spiracy) was com- 
mitted and that the 
conspirators com- 
mitted the crime. 

Investigative Methodology 

T he initial aim of criminal in- 
vestigators is to iock the sub- 
jects of the investigation into 
a story. The inconsistencies in what 
they are told provide investigative 
leads. Those leads are followed and 
exploited in an effort to “break” or 
discredit (with evidence) the asser- 
tions of co-conspirators. 

In almost all cases, conspiracies 
are broken by informers and agents 
either before or after the comple- 
tion of the crime. In some circum- 
stances wiretaps and electronic 
surveillance [established pursuant to 
court order] may also be useful in 
providing evidence of the con- 
spiracy and the crime itself. 

One of the most effective meth- 
ods available to law enforcement 
and prosecutors in the investigation 
of conspiracies is the grand jury. 
The function and composition of 


grand juries varies between federal, 
state and county entities. The dif- 
ferences are generally trivial. It is the 
commonality which makes a grand 
jury so effective in breaking a con- 
spiracy. 

Grand juries are preliminary pro- 
ceedings convened for the purpose 
of investigation (in- 
vestigative grand ju- 
ries) or for the 
purpose of hearing 
evidence so they 
may determine if 
there is sufficient 
evidence to hand 
down a “true bill of 
indictment” (accusa- 
tory grand juries). In 
most cases the same 
body participates in 
both investigative 
and accusatory 
phases. They are dif- 
ferent than petty ju- 
ries (or trial juries) 
which are combined 
to find fact in a 
criminal proceeding. 
Petty juries do not 
have the authority to 
subpoena testimony 
or documents and 
their proceedings are open to the 
public. 

Grand jury proceedings are se- 
cret, and the legal rights of the wit- 
ness giving testimony are somewhat 
curtailed. The witness has no right 
to have their own attorney present 
within the grand jury for the pur- 
pose of representation. A witness 
can be compelled to testify against 
themselves and their co-conspira- 
tors following a grant of immunity; 
and in many states as well as the 
federal judicial system, grand jury 
subpoenas may he used to obtain 
evidence. For example, a subpoena 
requires mere suspicion that the 
material requested will show that a 
crime has been a commission and 
who committed the crime. Outside 
a grand jury, a search warrant is usu- 
ally required. A search warrant is 
issued by a magistrate requires a rea- 
sonable cause showing that the ma- 
terial requested will show that a 
crime has been a commission and 


It is not a defense to 
the crime of conspiracy 
that an alleged co~ 
conspirator did not 
know all the other 
conspirators.... The 
adoption by a person 
of the criminal design 
and criminal intent... 
is all that is necessary 
to make that person a 
co-conspirator when 
the required elements 
of a conspiracy are 
present. 
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who committed the crime. A search 
warrant also requires a written affi- 
davit which must be filed with the 
court. There is no equivalent affi- 
davit required for the issuance of a 
grand jury subpoena. This gives 
grand juries real clout. 

So, here you are, a chief machin- 
ist mate, United States Navy. You’re 
waiting to testify before a federal 
grand jury convened to investigate 
a conspiracy among other service 
members who have been selling 
government property to private par- 
ties. You know you have some de- 
gree of culpability because you 
talked about the theft, you even 
made suggestions to co-conspira- 
tors. Now, you mortgaged your 
house and hired an over-priced at- 
torney to protect you. The govern- 
ment subpoenaed you to appear 
before the grand jury. What’s go- 
ing to happen now? 

Since you believe you have some 
degree of criminal exposure, your 
attorney told the Assistant United 
States Attorney that you would not 
testify without immunity. You now 
have use immunity. They gave that 
to you in exchange for your testi- 
mony. Use immunity means that 
nothing you say in regard the mat- 
ter being heard by the grand jury 
may be used against you. Transac- 
tional immunity would give you 
absolute immunity from any pros- 
ecution, but the government doesn’t 
want to give you that. 

What are your options? You don’t 
have many. The uniform looks 
good, your medals include one for 
Good Conduct, and you hope the 
grand jury believes what you are 
going to say. Before you go into the 
grand jury room your attorney gives 
you a wink and a pat on the back, 
wishing you good luck because he 
isn’t going in with you. You’re on 
your own with a prosecutor and a 
panel of grand jurors who have al- 
ready heard summary testimony by 
the investigators, and maybe other 
co-conspirators. You don’t know 
who has already testified and who 
else has been subpoenaed to testify. 
Remember, it’s a secret proceeding. 

You are placed under oath and the 
prosecutor begins to ask questions. 


Can you refuse to answer his ques- 
tions? Yes. What will the govern- 
ment do to you? They can dismiss 
you and let you off the hook but that 
is unlikely. Think about it, you have 
use-immunity. The Assistant 
United States Attorney has gone to 
a lot of trouble to get you in there 
to tell the grand jury what you 
know. You can be held in contempt 
of the grand jury and be confined 
for the term of that 
grand jury in a cus- - 

todial facility. And, 
you can still be pros- 
ecuted for your part 
of the conspiracy. 

Not much of a 
choice? 

We’ll go back and 
presume that you 
begin to answer the 
questions put to you 
by the prosecutor. 

Should you tell the 
truth? These are 
your friends, your 
buddies that they 
want you to lay out. 

Your sworn testimony may well lead 
to long periods of confinement for 
the guys you used to drink beer, 
smoke cigars and watch Monday 
Night Football with. Now, if you 
lie, the immunity you have is in- 
valid. There is a catch to the im- 
munity. It is all predicated on your 
truthful testimony. Lying under 
oath is perjury and that is a felony. 
And, you can still be prosecuted for 
your part of the conspiracy. 

Here you are with the dilemma 
squarely on your shoulders. The 
problem with being untruthful be- 
fore a grand jury beyond perjury is 
that you don’t know who else may 
also have been testifying before the 
grand jury, and what evidence has 
been presented. Because it’s a secret 
proceeding there is no way to know 
what might have gone before you 
and what will be coming after your 
testimony. You really have no seri- 
ous option but to tell the truth and 
save your own skin because others 
testifying will likely be doing the 
same thing. 


Using ( 
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The problem with 
being untruthful 
before a grand jury 
beyond perjury is that 
you don’t know who 
else may also have 
been testifying before 
the grand jury, and 
what evidence has 
been presented. 


Others 

he most valuable commod- 
ity on the planet is informa- 
tion. Diamonds, gold, and 
currency are exchanged daily in 
enormous volumes for small, per- 
ishable bits of information. It is also 
the core of investigating any con- 
spiracy. In order to unearth “truth,” 
an investigation of potential con- 
spirators must, as was stated previ- 
ously in this article, 
rely on collecting in- 
formation by means 
of human sources. 

What is the pro- 
cesses of recruiting, 
developing, and 
maintaining infor- 
mants, agents and 
sources used for law 
enforcement pur- 
poses? How are oth- 
ers used to ferret out 
criminal conspira- 
cies? 

The word “in- 
former” is one of the 
" ■ dirtiest words in the 
English language. It carries with it 
betrayal of trust in a very raw, un- 
pleasant, seamy context. Nobody re- 
ally likes one who uses a special 
position of trust and faith and gives 
incriminating information about 
others to the government. Inform- 
ers are tattletales of the worst kind. 
And they are absolutely essential in 
the investigation of criminal con- 
spiracies. 

There are very few tasks assigned 
to law enforcement, which if done 
poorly, will result in as much civil 
liability and public embarrassment 
as improper handling of defendant- 
informants, agents and sources. 
Consequently, there must be great 
care and adequate oversight by law 
enforcement managers to insure 
that all dealings between others 
used by law enforcement to collect 
information and the law enforce- 
ment agency are kept within the 
bounds of departmental policy and 
human decency. 

Most law enforcement officers 
do not have grandparents who have 
access to information pertaining to 
the identity, intentions and con- 
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cealed interests of criminals. There- 
fore the police officers grandmother 
is unlikely to have the information 
needed to be successful in uncover- 
ing criminal activity. She will be of 
small help in apprehending those 
responsible for crime and promot- 
ing an informed fair disposition by 
the judicial system. By extension, 
the officer’s grandmother is unlikely 
to be a good informant. Informants 
or agents generally need to have two 
very important attributes. They 
must have access to the information 
law enforcement wants, and they 
need to be reliable or at the very 
least, credible. The task of finding 
agents and informants with both 
attributes becomes the task of ev- 
ery law enforcement officer. 

For the purpose of this discus- 
sion, the difference between an in- 
formant and an agent is that an 
informant is a defendant in a crimi- 
nal case and is “working off’ that 
case by providing substantial infor- 
mation and cooperation which leads 
to a conviction on a more impor- 
tant case. An agent is entmsted with 
a mission of law enforcement, act- 
ing in lieu of law enforcement of- 
ficer. 

In the context of the conspiracy 
between John and Paul to hold up 
the convenience store, presented 
previously, let’s presume Paul tells 
a third party, David, about his plan. 
Paul doesn’t know David has a 
pending case against him for pos- 
session of heroin. David then ap- 
proaches the detectives 
investigating his narcotics case and 
tells them what Paul said about the 
plan to rob the store. The prosecu- 
tor would be advised at this point 
and with his concurrence they 
would go forward. The detectives 
would contact the defense attorney 
representing David and obtain his 
approval to go use David’s coopera- 
tion. David will want advance as- 
surances that by selling out his old 
friend, Paul, he will receive a lenient 
sentence. The prosecutor will not 
make promises, but the defense at- 
torney knows David has a bad 
record and it is in his best interest 
at sentencing to have the prosecu- 
tion supporting a reduced sentence. 


Both the detectives and the pros- 
ecutor must weigh David’s access to 
the information and his reliability 
as a witness and informant. Because 
David is a defendant in an ongoing 
criminal proceed- 
ing, he has very little 
credibility as a wit- 
ness and he must be 
corroborated. This 
corroboration will 
generally take the 
form of tape re- 
corded conversa- 
tion. David may be 
asked to make a re- 
corded telephone 
call or he may meet 
with Paul and en- 
gage him in conver- 
sation which would 
also be recorded. 

The goal is to deter- 
mine the nature and 
extent of the con- 
spiracy. The recorded information 
serves as convincing evidence as to 
the predisposition of Paul to com- 
mit a crime and plans he m2y have 
made with others, in this case, John. 
Entrapment is not an issue where it 
can be established that John and 
Paul were predisposed to commit a 
crime before David spoke to them. 
The police will usually surveil John 
and Paul, and will watch them drive 
to the convenience store. They will 
make an arrest prior to the co-con- 
spirators entering the store. This 
action in conjunction with John’s 
possession of the pistol purchased 
for the purpose of committing a 
crime and the tape recorded con- 
versation will be presented to a jury 
for consideration. 


usually has two immediate conse- 
quences. The person they are “run- 
ning” begins to “run” them and they 
have opened themselves and their 
agency to compromise. Newspapers 
are rife with lurid 
stories of law en- 
forcement officers 
who disregarded this 
rule. 

They should 
never encourage or 
allow a defendant- 
informant (or agent) 
to continue in his 
pattern of criminal 
behavior, out of 
their direct control. 
A defendant-infor- 
mant may appear to 
“violate the law” un- 
der the direction of 
law enforcement in 
the performance of a 
specific mission. 
When somebody like “David” illus- 
trated above gets arrested, the first 
thing he will do is claim he was act- 
ing at the direction of law enforce- 
ment. Controlling informers can be 
a tricky business. 

The Last Word 

T he process of investigating 
conspiracies brings with it a 
number of issues, from ethi- 
cal to practical. Some basic concepts 
in conducting such investigations 
have been included here for your 
consideration. There are also les- 
sons to be learned from this beyond 
mere curiosity. Apply those lessons 
as you will. 

$ 


...an informant is a 
defendant in a 
criminal case and is 
“working off’ that case 
by providing 
substantial 
information and 
cooperation which 
leads to a conviction 
on a more important 
case. 


A Word on Ethics 
^ Xhen law enforcement of- 
\f \/ ficers use human sources 
V V to obtain information for 
lawful purposes, they must have 
great latitude in handling those 
sources. By their nature, there is 
wider flexibility in the use of agents 
than there is with defendant-infor- 
mants. With that in mind, there are 
a few things they should never do: 
They should never have sexual 
relations with a defendant-infor- 
mant or agent. When they do, it ' 
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...I drew the tides of men into my hands , 

And wrote my will across the sky in stars. 
T.E. Lawrence 

Books 



If we advert to the nature of republican 
government , we shall find that the censorial 
power is in the people over the government, 
and not in the government over the people. 

James Madison, 1794 



Civil War II: The Coming 
Breakup of America. Thomas W. 
Chittum. American Eagle Publica- 
tions, Inc., PO Box 1507, Show 
Low, AZ, 85901. 1996. ISBN 0- 
929408-17-9. Trade paper, 201 
pages, footnotes, no index. $12.95. 
(800) 719-4957 (Orders only.) 

Reviewed byJ.F.A. Davidson 

B ooks pour into The Resister s 
office faster than they can be 
read, cataloged, and shelved. 
Some from book search services. 
Some from supporters who, weary 
after lifetimes spent battling 
America’s collectivists, generously 
donate their collections to a (rela- 
tively) young group of soldiers who 
thought they were defending their 
country from socialists, only to find 
out the Reds were running things 
all along. (Fury does not begin to 
describe the realization ol that be- 
trayal.) Some (OK, many) books 
are self-inflicted purchases — I’m a 
hopeless bibliophile. Some arrive 
from publishers seeking a review. 
Some from subscribers. In the later 
category one book in particular I 
simply give away as fast as it arrives, 
because I get so many of them. That 
book is Thomas W. Chittum’s Civil 
War II: The Coming Breakup of 
America. (I did keep the 
autographed copy generously sent 
by Mr. Chittum.) 

I’ll admit that Mr. Chittum’s 
book sat on the read and review 
shelf for over a year, moving one 
review back as new books were 
added, and it eventually found it- 
self buried in the rearmost rank of 
that groaning plank. The reason was 
simple. Civil War II arrived with a 


letter from Mr. Chittum stuck be- 
tween pages 68 and 69 where he 
discusses the dividing of the mili- 
tary along ethnic lines, citing The 
Resister as evidence of that mani- 
festation. Because that is what he 
wanted me to see — and that as- 
sumption (about The Resister ) was 
wrong — I began looking for other 
cites. Sure enough, there on page 
52, lumped into a random melange 
(called “tribal party animals”) of 
criminal gangs, militias, and Com- 
munist insurrectionists, was Special 
Forces Underground. Because SFU 
is none of those, and having no time 
for bad premises, off it went to col- 
lect dust. And there it would have 
probably stayed, bottom most in a 
12 inch high stack that hasn’t seen 
light in six months, if Dr. Gerald 
Atkinson, author of The New To- 
talitarians: Bosnia as a Mirror of 
America's Future (reviewed in 
Vol.III, No.4) hadn’t suggested I 
read it if I could find the time. 

One day, while cleaning what 
Mrs. Davidson calls “that rat nest,” 
(which I affectionately call my of- 
fice), I decided to take a break and 
finally read Civil War II. 

The premise underpinning Civil 
War II is that the ongoing 
Balkanization of America into ra- 
cial, ethnic, and religious tribes 
must, based on historical precedent, 
result in civil war. Prima facie a 
sound premise. But before we pro- 
ceed further the term “civil war” 
needs to be defined because Mr. 
Chittum accepts the false premise 
that the 1861 - 1865 War for 
Southern Independence (what he 
refers to as Civil War I) was a civil 
war, and that false premise is inter- 
twined with his correct premise 


throughout the work, thus poison- 
ing the whole. 

A civil war is “such as occur 
among fellow-citizens or within the 
limits of one community” (OED, 
2nd ed., Ill, 255). The Southern 
states had seceded from the United 
States. They had their own federal 
and states’ constitutions, and citi- 
zens of the several Confederate 
States owed no loyalty to the North- 
ern Union. Thus the subsequent 
Northern invasion of the sovereign 
Confederate States of America, and 
the conventional war that followed, 
cannot rationally be called a “civil 
war.” This is not mere quibbling 
over semantics. It’s an important 
distinction to make if one is ex- 
pected to examine the enormity of 
Mr. Chittum’s contention that the 
whole of the present United States 
is headed toward dissolution among 
tribal lines, and if one is expected 
to make any sense out of that con- 
tention. 

The argument can be made that 
the border guerrilla campaigns of 
Moseby and Quantrill were a local- 
ized “civil war” on the fringes of a 
general war between nations — given 
that most of the guerrilla actions 
took place within single states, be- 
tween “fellow-citizens” of divided 
loyalties — but the conflict writ large 
was not a civil war. What does that 
do to Mr. Chittum’s premise? 
Given the foregoing, Mr. Chittum’s 
contention that America is sliding 
headlong into another civil war is 
false, as are, by derivation, his sub- 
sequent analyses of the outcome — 
the splitting up of the United States 
into tribal homelands spanning sev- 
eral state sized regions. If Mr. 
Chittum had examined history, and 
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the history of ideas, in as much de- 
tail as he examined The New York 
Times (which makes up the bulk 
Civil War ITs citations), he would 
have concluded that the United 
States is sliding headlong into the 
civil war — which is more consistent 
with a known reality, and now that 
I think about it, a far more horrify- 
ing prospect. Because it will surely 
be not only our first and last civil 
war, it will result in the end of 
America — which is what 

progressives’ and ‘liberals’ have been 
working for all along. 

Let’s start with the cover. Mr. 
Chittum’s inserted letter pointed 
out that the “soldier in charge of the 
rebels [who are depicted as “disaf- 
fected white American males” pos- 
turing for a Japanese TV crew atop 
what appears to be a recently 
knocked-out BIFV-2] is a regular 
army Special Forces... officer who 
has defected to the rebels and is at- 
tempting to organize their spirited 
but unprofessional efforts.” Setting 
aside Mr. Chittum’s unfounded ex- 
pectations that a Special Forces of- 
ficer would defect and thereby 
wreck his “career map,” he went on 
to describe Special Forces Under- 
ground as “exactly such a group” of 
“Angry White Males.” 

Now, Mr. Chittum’s use of the 
liberal’ anti-concept “Angry White 
Males” was (I’m guessing) intended 
to highlight America’s increasing 
Balkanization. However, liberals’ 
use that phrase to describe white 
men who are victimized (in the true 
meaning of the word) by racial quo- 
tas and the feminization (the two 
are synonymous) of America. All 
rational men oppose quotas because 
quotas are immoral. They oppose 
feminization because feminism is, 
well, utter insanity. In the liberal’ 
lexicography “Angry White Males” 
is a smear, intended to evoke a nega- 
tive emotional response against 
white men who object to govern- 
ment compelled and controlled rac- 
ism and viciously parasitic females 
demanding [!] the impossibility of 
full metaphysical-egalitarian “equal- 
ity” with men. So, by accepting a 
liberal’ anti-concept at face value as 
a promotion for his book, Mr. 


Chittum has demonstrated full con- 
sistency with so-called conserva- 
tism — the surrender of thought to 
emotionalism; worse, negative emo- 
tionalism. 

Civil War Il ls a 50 page mono- 
graph crammed into 201 pages. It 
could have been a compelling analy- 
sis of current trends if Mr. Chittum 
had simply stated up front, “Here 
is my theory of civil 
war, my thesis is that 
we’re advancing to- 
ward it rapidly, and 
here are the news- 
worthy indicators 
that support my the- 
sis,” followed by a 
tight conclusion. 

But he didn’t. To 
follow the thread of 
Mr. Chittum’s the- 
sis throughout his 
book one needs pa- 
tience, and the abil- 
ity to shake-off the sense that it was 
edited in American Eagle Publica- 
tions, Inc.’s Department of Redun- 
dancy Department. 

Civil War II in Four Paragraphs 

H ere is Mr. Chittum’s theory 
of civil war. America is no 
longer a nation, it is an 
empire. Nations have a homoge- 
neous culture dominated by a ma- 
jority, into which minorities 
assimilate themselves or wind up 
culturally “cleansed.” Empires are 
tiered cultural aggregates domi- 
nated by a minority culture which 
controls the military that maintains 
order. In 50 years or so Americans 
of European descent will be a mi- 
nority in America but they will still 
control the military. The military is 
becoming increasingly multiethnic. 
All multiethnic empires must dis- 
integrate into warring factions. The 
military will split ideologically and 
tribally along ethnic lines. Civil war 
will result when the military is called 
upon to suppress minority urban 
insurrections because whites and 
minorities will, push come to shove, 
choose sides. 

H ere is Mr. Chittum’s thesis. 
Affirmative action has reduced the 
American nation’s dominant major- 


ity to the status of the American 
empire’s (political) minority who 
are in questionable control of the 
means of holding the aggregate 
tribes together. This is the conse- 
quence of bad (white) rich people 
abandoning America while simul- 
taneously promoting and financing 
its internal dissolution and external 
amalgamation with the United Na- 
tions “New Order.” 
Subsequently, the 
term “American” 
has become a smear, 
and American citi- 
zenship has a much 
inherent value as 
dross. 

Here are Mr. 
Chittum’s newswor- 
thy indicators. The 
American South- 
west is awash with 
Mexican refugee 
14th amendment 
parasites whose loyalty is to Mexico, 
and who constitute a de facto occu- 
pation force backed-up by armies of 
Mexican hoodlums. The American 
Southeast is awash with Africans 
whose loyalty is to whatever tribal 
advantage they can wring out the 
14th amendment, who surround 
white enclaves, and who have their 
own armed gangs. These Mexican 
and African gangs are becoming a 
political force (cultivated by “civil 
rights leaders”) that can riot at will 
without police molestation, follow- 
ing which said gang leaders can run 
for local political office with an even 
chance of being elected. America’s 
Northern inner cities are occupied 
by increasingly radicalized Africans 
who extort racial preference and bil- 
lions in welfare from the federal and 
states governments in return for 
promises to not riot. Welfare must 
end or it will impoverish the nation 
cum empire. Immigration is out of 
control. Urban police departments 
are splitting into tribal factions, each 
vying for “pull” and preference with 
each tribal faction becoming in- 
creasingly hostile to the other tribal 
faction. The military is now 40% 
minorities and is also splitting along 
tribal lines. 


...it will surely be not 
only our first and last 
civil war, it will result 
in the end of 
America — which is 
what progressives’ and 
‘liberals’ have been 
working for all along. 
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Here are Mr. Chittum’s conclu- 
sions. The ‘liberal’ Establishment 
has reduced the discussion of race 
relations to a ritual “for which the 
high priests of the media and po- 
litical elite have written the ceremo- 
nial script. Nothing outside the 
ceremonial script is tolerated; all else 
is heresy.” In this script only whites 
are racists. Incidents of minority 
racism are simply ignored, or 
blamed on whites. This will even- 
tually result in organized violence 
by minorities, leading to veiled 
speculation by the Establishment 
media about the possibility of civil 
war. That idea will be endorsed as 
possible, then “acceptable, even 
fashionable.” ‘Liberals’ will deny the 
possibility or at most contend that 
outbreaks of organized violence will 
be contained and easily put down. 
Conservatives (I have no idea who 
he means by “conservative”) will talk 
about it seriously and foresee the 
partition of America into tribal en- 
claves. Organized minority rioting 
will eventually break out in the cit- 
ies, the tibalized police will disin- 
tegrate, the National Guard will be 
federalized and then itself disinte- 
grate along tribal lines. The stand- 
ing army will be deployed to 
suppress what has become full- 
blown factional fighting and will 
itself disintegrate when its own 
tribal factions refuse to fire on 
members of their own tribe. The 
fighting will spread, “ethnic cleans- 
ing” will be the norm, and after the 
first convulsion America will find 
itself settling down to a protracted 
border war between the white 
North, the black Southeast, and the 
Hispanic Southwest. Mr. Chittum 
also discusses the possibility of UN 
intervention. (Talk about hosing 
down a fire with gasoline!) 

Indicators 

r. Chittum calls it the 
Civil War II Checklist, 
which is in “no particular 
order of importance or sequence of 
occurrence” but with which we’re 
advised to tick-off the countdown 
to Civil War II. (I condensed each 
checklist item to a single sentence.) 
Watch for: 


Ethnic group check blocks on 
government forms. Amnesty for 
alien illegals solely to grant them 
suffrage. De jure and de facto abro- 
gations of the 2nd amendment 
(with exceptions granted to favored 
tribal gangs.) Race nullification by 
juries. Overlapping of police and 
military duties. Establishment of an 
extralegal MVD-style internal se- 
curity force [can you say, “CAG/ 
HRT?” — I knew you could]. A 
bunker mentality and riots in 
Washington DC. African self-seg- 
regation. The subordination of in- 
dividual rights to group “rights.” De 
facto authority granted to non-gov- 
ernmental organizations. Judicial 
dictatorship. Domestic regulations 
derived from (and intended to en- 
force) international treaties. The 
silencing of dissent. Secessionist 
movements. Race-based political 
parties. Police “no-go” areas in 
American cities. ‘Restitution’ for 
descendants of ‘oppressed minori- 
ties.’ Racial gerrymandering of vot- 
ing districts. The 
dissolution of other 
empires [this one is 
lame — it’s simply a 
restatement of his 
theory of civil war]. 

The spread of “gated 
communities.” De- 
liberate media 
hoaxes (like the Alar 
hoax) intended to 
inflame emotional- 
ism. An increasingly 
minoritized mili- 
tary. Out of court 
settlements in cases 
of alleged discrimi- 
nation (said funds 
diverted to tribal 
political action cof- 
fers.) Making ‘hate 
speech’ illegal. Police adopting a 
paramilitary posture. The spread of 
covert (Mr. Chittum uses the word 
“clandestine” — which is wrong in 
both context and meaning) white 
resistance cells in federal, state and 
local law enforcement. The arming 
of Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission-like agencies. The 
gradual (and inevitable) collapse of 
our inherently worthless Federal 


Reserve scrip. Increasing “white 
flight” to escape minority barbarism. 
Foreign alliances that assist Ameri- 
can minorities to the point of armed 
rebellion. The secession of Quebec 
from Canada. The formation of 
tribal political and legal organiza- 
tions. Want ads requiring bilingual- 
ism. U.S. attempts to “secede” from 
the LInited Nations, which will be 
answered by international military 
aggression. And finally, watch for 
the first picture of “a burnt-out 
tank... and jubilant rebels posing 
atop [it]... on American soil.” 

Is Mr. Chittum Right? 

W i. O 

ill America dissolve, as 
Mr. Chittum claims, af- 
ter bloody regional fight- 
ing, into Caucasian, Negro, and 
Mexican tribal homelands perpetu- 
ally at war with one another? Or will 
America self-immolate in an orgy 
of multicultural and altruistic ap- 
peasement, eventually to degener- 
ate into a Third-world country? 

Anybody who 
reads the daily Es- 
tablishment 
fishwraps, or stares 
and drools blankly 
before the 

Telescreen, will rec- 
ognize that all of 
Mr. Chittum’s 
abovesaid indicators 
have already oc- 
curred, or constantly 
recur, to greater or 
lesser degrees. And 
those outrages mul- 
tiply daily. Further, 
there has recently 
been a spate of 
books, written by 
Negro collectivists, 
predicting (and even 
threatening!) a race war. The lib- 
eral’ Establishment media have, for 
all intents and purposes, ignored 
them. You can believe that Negro 
“civil rights” activists have not ig- 
nored them. Those few intrepid 
(white) individuals who have re- 
viewed some of them (see: Ameri- 
can Renaissance, Vol.8, No.2) have 
been branded (predictably) as rac- 
ists — solely for pointing out that 



What are Negro 
chances of success in a 
race war if it were to 
start today? Simply 
none. Think about it; 
if (or once) that insane 
option is chosen by 
Negroes, target 
identification by 
Caucasians willing to 
survive becomes a 
stone cinch. 
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Negro “leaders” are calculating their 
chances of success in such a race 
war! 

What are Negro chances of suc- 
cess in a race war if it were to start 
today? Simply none. Think about 
it; if (or once) that insane option is 
chosen by Negroes, target identifi- 
cation by Caucasians willing to sur- 
vive becomes a stone cinch. A 
Negro invoked “race war” might 
last, oh, six months, given moti- 
vated Caucasians willing enough to 
both bring it to a rapid conclusion 
while simultaneously fighting off 
the Negroes’ federal payola shills. 
And if the Caucasian counter-race- 
insurrection strategist was particu- 
larly innovative (and brutally 
ruthless), the Caucasian “no com- 
promise” strategy would be to give 
a whole new definition to the term 
“ethnic cleansing.” 

If there is to be a race war (which 
several Negro “civil rights” activists 
stupidly think feasible), and if Cau- 
casians decide their survival is more 
important than being “tolerant,” 
then minority collectivist-insurrec- 
tionists have one of two options. 
Option one: They can grab their 
balls and “go for it.” Option two: 
They can sit down, shut up, and 
start behaving like civilized human 
beings instead of barbarians. Option 
one, if they choose it, will, deserv- 
edly, get them “ethnically cleansed.” 
Option two may not result in their 
automatic gratuitous acceptance, 
but (unlike option one) it’s the only 
opportunity for them to prove they 
deserve eventual acceptance based 
on their individual merits as ratio- 
nal beings — not as a tribe simply 
because they exist. Booker T. 
Washington understood that. 
W.E.B. Du Bois denied it. Negroes 
in America today have nobody to 
blame for their alleged “plight” 
other than themselves, the 
NAACP, and their heroes — that 
Communist swine, Du Bois, and his 
equally Communistic acolyte, Mar- 
tin Luther King, Sr. 

An overt race war, therefore, is 
not in the interest of America’s mi- 
norities (and the more intelligent 
among them — excluding Carl T. 
Rowan and his ilk — damned well 


know it). Like all Pakleds every- 
where, they need whites to “make 
things go.” Historically, world- 
wide, coloreds certainly haven’t 
demonstrated any ability to “make 
things go” themselves. (And please 
don’t bore me with such drivel as 
“But the Chinese invented gunpow- 
der!” Yes they did; they then pro- 
ceeded to use it to ______ 

amuse small chil- 
dren and to frighten 
demons away from 
their doorsteps.) 

America’s minori- 
ties depend upon 
simple minded pro- 
gressive’ white intel- 

lectuals, stupid 

‘liberal’ white do- 
gooders, and flights of Communist 
inspired egalitarian fantasy (such as 
the myriad “civil rights” acts), to 
capture National Council of 
Churches inspired “white guilt” as 
fuel for the “multicultural” funeral 
pyre minorities demand [!] 
America’s white creators self-im- 
molate on. That their expressed 
desire is to Africanize, Mexicanize, 
or turn into a Kibbutz, the only na- 
tion in history to be founded upon 
the principles of individual liberty, 
laissez-faire economics, and ratio- 
nal self-interest is testament to their 
own innate propensity for totalitari- 
anism, collectivism, and altruism. 

Mr. Chittum’s predication about 
civil war in America is that Cauca- 
sians will suddenly wake up (after 
their cities start burning and the 
police and Army disintegrate), re- 
alize they’ve been taken for suckers 
lo these many years, and then rise 
up with a will to do something 
about it. But that would require a 
recognized (and therefore legiti- 
mate) political and military leader- 
ship. However, Mr. Chittum fails 
to recognize, or even acknowledge, 
that morally principled white lead- 
ership has been beheaded by de- 
cades of being smeared in the 
‘liberal’ Establishment press, and 
being rode roughshod over by “con- 
servative” compromisers and ap- 
peasers. 

The only public individuals I per- 
sonally would have trusted to politi- 


Option two: They can 
sit down, shut up, and 
start behaving like 
civilized human beings 
instead of barbarians. 


cally lead the counter-revolt were 
Senator Joseph McCarthy, and 
Governor George Wallace. But 
Sen. McCarthy was murdered, and 
Gov. Wallace eventually stuck his 
head in the egalitarian guillotine. 
(Go in peace, Mr. Wallace.) 

Who’s left? Whose banner do 
you rally under? The Church? Their 
altruistic social gos- 
pel scutage delivered 
you to this stage in 
the first place. State 
government? 
They’re bought and 
paid for. Federal 
government? You’d 
be better off killing 
your wife and chil- 
dren and commit- 
ting suicide. Some militia? Are you 
going to trust that yahoo down the 
street who suddenly declares he’s a 
colonel and demands you march off 
with his gang to figbt the barbar- 
ians — and the police, and the Na- 
tional Guard, and federal troops, 
and any UN “peacemakers” who 
decide to pile on? 

You haven’t thought these things 
out to their logical conclusion, have 
you? 

Neither has Mr. Chittum. The 
best advice he can offer is to stock 
up on non-perishable food, and buy 
a military grade rifle and 5,000 car- 
tridges for it (but don’t keep it 
around the house, children; bury it 
in widely scattered pieces someplace 
where you won’t be able to recover 
it when the s**t hits the fan, because 
guns are dangerous and somebody 
might get hurt — honest, his idea, 
not mine.) 

In fairness to Mr. Chittum, he 
does propose starting committees of 
correspondence (he doesn’t explic- 
itly say it, but I think he means 
forming a parallel government — 
otherwise, what’s the point?), 
which, among those who subscribe 
to the committee’s authority, may 
provide some basis of legitimate 
(consented to by the governed) gov- 
ernance in an emergency: Provided 
(given current events) half the cor- 
respondents aren’t feds or ADL 
agents provocateur. (The later gang, 
incidentally, being the fanners of 
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civil war embers. Whenever ADL 
whines about “tolerance” fresh oxy- 
gen wafts over the coals.) 

WrapUp 

"1W | ear the beginning of this re- 

I view I remarked that Mr. 
JL i Chittum’s acceptance that 

the War for Southern Indepen- 
dence was a civil war was a false 
premise that poisoned the rest of his 
book. He posits that there will be a 
civil war, and that it will result in 
the splitting of America into tribal 
regions, yet “somehow” an entity 
called America, (even if only the 
white North) however radically 
changed, will still exist. Mr. 
Chittum has an interesting perspec- 
tive on where America is heading. 
I disagree with it. 

Civil wars erupt for varieties of 
reasons, not all of them racial or eth- 
nic. Using the strict definition of 
civil war at the beginning of this 
review (“among fellow-citizens or 
within the limits of one community) 
they can be political (i.e. the 1918 
Russian Civil War), between reli- 
gions (i.e., the 1688 English Civil 
War), within religions (Afghanistan 
today), economic (Katanga, 1961 — 
note that the UN intervened on the 
side of the Communists), or sepa- 
ratist (Northern Ireland). 

Given the above, is civil war in 
America likely to break out over 
race? If, at last, the barbarians 
“sense” they can strike and thereby 
convulse America in widespread ri- 
oting and insurrection, what will be 
the response? Exactly what it has 
been since Truman signed his ex- 
ecutive order desegregating the 
military in 1947: Cringing, snivel- 
ing, and plaintive pleas for “some- 
body” to do “something.” Sure, 
there will be some localized resis- 
tance by (media described) “haters” 
and “extremists.” But not much, and 
not very long lived. Isolated pock- 
ets of whites who exhibit some ini- 
tiative by rising up in 
counter-rebellion will be crushed in 
short order by their own (minority 
appeasing) governments. Witness 
the overt repression of whites de- 
fending their lives, liberty and prop- 
erty — and their subsequent 


“reeducation” — following the Ne- 
gro insurrection in New Jersey in 
1967. Negro anarchists roamed the 
streets — unmolested — looting and 
rioting. Whites who defended 
themselves and their property were 
imprisoned. You don’t think there 
was a message being sent there? 
How about Detroit? Los Angeles? 
Miami? 

You see, Communists have been 
running the “civil rights” movement 
since its inception , with a wink and a 
nod from the ‘liberal’ Establish- 
ment. Of the 11 members of the 
1967 National Ad- 
visory Commission 
on Civil Disorders, 
five were known 
members Commu- 
nist front organiza- 
tions, and one, Roy 
Wilkins (then ex- 
ecutive director of 
the NAACP), bla- 
tantly stated “...there 
is no doubt in my 
mind that the pro- 
gram and demands 
of the Communists 
have been 

emboldened by the basic and basi- 
cally right demands put forth [by 
the NAACP]. Guess who the 
Commission’s “special advisor” was? 
None other than John Hope 
Franklin, President Clinton’s “ad- 
visory board” Chairman to “im- 
prove” race relations, and (self 
confessed) inventor and creator 
from whole cloth of the “history” 
used by Thumond Marshal in 1955 
to argue Brown v . Board of Educa- 
tion before the Supreme Court — 
in other words, school desegrega- 
tion was based on a lie : Mr. 
Franklin’s lie . What was the ’67 
Commission’s finding? Negro an- 
archy and barbarism was caused by 
“white racism.” You were asleep at 
the switch children, and you were 
sol’ down de ribber 50 years ago. 
Race motivated civil war? Not 
likely. 

Well then, how about ethnic 
motivated civil war? Regarding Af- 
ricans it’s unlikely they will find 
much common ground or reason to 
side with Mexicans. (I hesitate to 


assign Mexicans a niche because, 
even though they scream La Raza\ 
at their tribal rallies, la raza means 
“the race,” and given their history 
of breeding with anything that 
walks on two legs, it’s impossible to 
identify precisely which race they are 
referring to.) 

A 05 April, 1997, article in the 
Raleigh News and Observer high- 
lighted “tensions” between Mexican 
refugees in North Carolina and 
their Negro neighbors in “public” 
housing. u Los negros son malos”vfzs 
the conclusion of refugees inter- 
viewed by Mr. Ben 
Stocking of the 
News and Observer. 
Mr. Cuauhtemoc 
Jimenez-Gutierrez, 
is quoted, “[Blacks] 
like to take from the 
government,” in a 
reference to Mexi- 
cans working at jobs 
Negroes had previ- 
ously refused, then 
claimed were stolen 
from them when 
Mexicans took 
them. To cap it off, 
Mr. Stocking recounts complaints 
by Negroes that “Latinos are more 
easily accepted by whites.” “I’ll tell 
you what really makes me feel bad,” 
recounted Mr. Dennis Wright (a 
Negro) to Mr. Stocking; “I’ve been 
here all my life, and these Mexicans 
come over, and they get better treat- 
ment than we do.” 

Wake-up call! Mexican illegals 
work for the real market value of a 
job, while American Negroes want 
an egregiously inflated union wage. 
And, if recent studies of Mexican 
border crossers have any validity 
(government studies — you make 
the call), most of them will return 
to Mexico when they’ve saved 
enough to support themselves and 
their families in Mexico. American 
Negroes will not return to Africa. 
If you needed somebody to main- 
tain your yard, who would you hire? 
A Mexican who’ll do the job for 
what it’s worth, or a Negro who 
thinks he has a “right” to “living 
wage” for reducing the height of 
your grass by an inch? Mexicans and 


What was the ’67 
Commission’s finding? 

Negro anarchy and 
barbarism was caused 
by “white racism.’’ You 
were asleep at the 
switch children, and 
you were sol’ down de 
ribber 50 years ago. 


78 


Vol. IV, No. 1 


The RESISTER 


Negroes have no love for one an- 
other. An ethnic motivated civil 
war? Maybe isolated Mexican insur- 
rections in parts of the Southwest 
where Mexican Communists hold 
sway. But it will break out between 
Negro Communists and Mexican 
Communists before it spreads to 
Caucasian dominated areas. And if 
Mexicans and Negroes want to start 
killing each other, why — and for 
what — should Caucasians bother to 
stop them? 

Politically motivated civil war? 
Who against whom? Republicans 
(Mensheviks) against Democrats 
(Bolsheviks)? Minority Commu- 
nists with their ‘liberal’ apologists 
against conservative’ appeasers? It’s 
been suggested that predominately 
white regions of America may, 
when they reach the disgust thresh- 
old, begin taking their local govern- 
ments back in a fit of states revolts, 
tell the feds to go away and leave 
them alone, and eliminate their 
parasite’s “entitlements.” One little 
problem: States ceased to be inde- 
pendent political entities in 1868 
when the 14th amendment was 
“ratified” (by force and fraud). What 
if Caucasians succeeded at the local 
level? They’d be crushed by the fed’s 
puppet government in their state’s 
capitol. Besides, no local or state 
level “take back the government” 
movement will succeed so long as 
the Union’s robed dictators occupy 
their benches. (You see, “they” 
thought all this out to its conclu- 
sion before they acted — while your 
children were being “socialized” in 
compulsory [!] public schools, and 
while your eyes were glued to the 
Telescreen.) 

Religiously motivated civil war? 
What specific religion against 
whose? Christian against Muslim? 
Or maybe Christians against envi- 
ronmentalists (environmentalism, 
having begun as a denunciation of 
Christianity, is nothing more than 
blatantly stone-age pagan mysti- 
cism)? Protestants against Catho- 
lics? I mean, because God (or in the 
case of environmentalists, whales) 
tells everybody He’s on their side, 
what exactly is the point? No; there 


will be no religious civil war in 
America. 

What about economic civil war? 
Although extremely rare histori- 
cally, this one has promise for 
America. Pay particular attention to 
the constant harping about “haves” 
and “have-nots” (i.e., the competent 
and the incompetent). Molly Ivans, 
that good of down-to-earth homey 
Texan ‘progres- 
sive’ — who has the 
courtesy to be syndi- 
cated nationwide so 
we may track what 
good ‘progressives’ 
intend to inflict on 
us — is on the cut- 
ting edge of grossly 
dumbed-down (to 
public school refu- 
gee level) collectivist 
theory which ap- 
peals primarily to 
middle-class femi- 
nists and newspaper 
editors. (Ivans is a 
denizen of the 
Michael Harrington 
school of socialism, 
which holds that rich people are 
society’s parasites because they create 
wealth.[l]) But who, in an economic 
civil war, will rebel against whom? 
The American ‘economy’ went fas- 
cist 65 years ago. The American 'la- 
bor movement” has always been 
thoroughly communistic. In an eco- 
nomic civil war then, you’d have 
gangs of Communists battling fas- 
cists. The result would be further 
fascistic controls on “the economy,” 
to appease the Communists all in 
the name of “economic justice” — 
of course. America has a huge un- 
derground capitalist economy. It 
has, naturally, been declared “ille- 
gal,” and no effort has been spared 
to regulate banking in order to snare 
its profits. The operative fascist 
principle there is ‘don’t kill it, just 
loot it.’ (Communists aren’t that 
smart, they’d just kill it.) 

But what if capitalists — true 
capitalists — were to suddenly rise up 
and start killing tax collectors, gov- 
ernment regulators, “pull-peddlers” 
(i.e. lobbyists), environmentalists, 
“consumer advocates,” government 


labor “negotiators,” and all the rest 
of the government empowered bot- 
tom feeders whose truly parasitic 
existence depends entirely upon 
those who create wealth? That 
would be morally justified. It’s called 
self-defense. 

Let’s try another (less, ummm.... 
direct) scenario. What if the lamp 
posts lining America’s streets sud- 
denly sprouted effi- 
gies bearing signs 
reading “Federal 
Reserve,” “Anti- 
Trust Division,” 
“FCC,” Social Secu- 
rity Administra- 
tion,” “IRS,” 
“EPA,” “Unions,” 
“Department of the 
Interior,” “US Army 
Corps of Engi- 
neers,” “BLM,” 
“Commerce De- 
partment,” Small 
Business Adminis- 
tration,” “US Trade 
and Development 
Agency,” “NRC,” 
“National Labor 
Relations Board,” “NAFTA,” and 
a host of other fascist, Communist, 
and UN inspired government agen- 
cies explicitly designed to regulate 
and loot America’s businesses? 
What if true capitalists suddenly 
started flipping hamburgers instead 
of running factories? What if they 
started sweeping floors instead of 
inventing? What if they delivered 
newspapers instead of making pa- 
per? Molly Ivans would be reduced 
to drinking brake fluid (her natural 
state) instead of beer, and America 
would be reduced to a Third-world 
dunghill incapable of being “respon- 
sible” for the “duty” of self-immo- 
lating over a fly-blown living corpse 
in Africa. (A tribute to the capital- 
ist strike from Atlas Shrugged ? Yup.) 
Economic civil war, in this case, is 
defined as: “Capitalists — do noth- 
ing of lasting value; collectivists — 
starve.” Will that happen? Sadly, no. 
America will become a Third-world 
dunghill by socialistic and altruistic 
accretion, not economic civil war. 

What about separatist civil war? 
If left alone, the races would, of their 


Politically motivated 
civil war? Who against 
whom? Republicans 
(Mensheviks) against 
Democrats 

(Bolsheviks)? Minority 
Communists with 
their ‘liberal’ 
apologists against 
‘conservative’ 
appeasers? 
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own volition, separate into tribal 
groupings. “Progressives” and “lib- 
erals” know that. That is why they 
expend so much time and energy 
ensuring anybody who is white, and 
tries it, is criminally branded a 
“separatist” (because they are suc- 
cessful when they do it), and 
coloreds who try separatism (and 
who inevitably fail) are eulogized as 
“celebrating their ethnicity.” Take, 
for example, Soul City, North 
Carolina. A Negro con-artist can 
bilk millions from the fed’s to es- 
tablish an all-African “community.” 
But a single white man who decides 
to move his family to the Idaho hin- 
terland is branded a “white separat- 
ist;” is subjected to federal 
entrapment, and when that doesn’t 
work, his family is killed by federal 
Marshals and the FBI. What mes- 
sage does that send? Do Caucasians 
demand full integration with Ne- 
groes? No, they don’t. Demand “fair 
housing” amongst them? No, they 
don’t. Demand “social justice” be- 
tween them? No, they don’t. De- 
mand “economic justice” for them? 
No, they don’t. Demand the execra- 
tion “Human Rights Over Property 
Rights?” No, they don’t. Have you 
ever considered why ? Of course you 
haven’t: From birth you’ve been told 
those thoughts are forbidden. 

No, no civil war for America. 
Any tribal insurrections will remain 
local and eventually devolve into 
isolated battles pitting armed gangs 
first against each other, then (very 
slightly weakened by desertion) po- 
lice and federal forces. Said insur- 
rections will sputter out, as they 
have in the past, when the tribal 
leaders are offered (tax extorted) 
bribes by government to not riot, 
loot, and burn down their neighbor- 
hoods, while simultaneously whites 
are forcibly prevented from defend- 
ing themselves and their property, 
and (eventually) yet another “Com- 
mission on Causes” reveals the star- 
tling conclusion that minority 
barbarism is due to “white racism.” 
Church “leaders” will apply the ap- 
propriate brainwash to their flocks. 
Yet new federal agencies will erupt 
to “solve” the latest crisis. And all 
the while the media will bemoan the 


lack of (explicitly white) “tolerance” 
for barbaric minority behavior. 

Mexicans and Negroes will con- 
tinue to scream, jump up and down, 
and dance around their village fires 
while Caucasians continue to com- 
promise with and appease them. 
Foreign interventionists will protect 
our barbarians from bad white 
people, until finally, reduced to iso- 
lated acts of terrorism against oc- 
cupiers and rival factions, America 
becomes what the 
United Nations has 
always intended it to 
be — the world’s 
slave nation. And 
the people who 
make America “go,” 
middle-class whites, 
will have nobody to blame for their 
future but themselves — for being 
weak spirited, stupidly obedient, 
and simpleminded enough to actu- 
ally believe what they’re taught in 
compulsory [!] public school and 
what the ‘liberal’ Establishment 
press tells them to believe. 

I mean, what if “people” said the 
survival of America was 
“meanspirited” and they threatened 
to not like you if you attempted it? 
America will self-immolate on the 
altar of “multiculturalism” with a 
snivel and a whine, not convulsed 
by tribal civil war. 

The future for America is not 
Bosnia. It’s South Africa. 


A Conversation 
With Mr. Chittum 

W henever I review a work 
for The Resister my per- 
sonal policy is to contact 
the author and let him review my 
review. I do this for a couple of rea- 
sons. First, I want to ensure that the 
author’s premise is not discussed out 
of context, and second, I think it is 
a common courtesy to let somebody 
whose work you’re writing about 
read what it is you’re going to say 
about it. 

It’s been suggested to me that the 
simple act of publishers and authors 


sending their books or work for re- 
view is intended to spark sales of 
that book because, whether the re- 
view is pro or con, the book gets 
shopped to The Resisters audience. 
Maybe so. I’m a soldier, not a pub- 
lisher. I know what I like. I have a 
reasonable ability to string words 
together in order to covey my ideas. 
I don’t know the “rules” of publish- 
ing, so if a work is reviewed in these 
pages it’s because I think it’s impor- 
tant or it supports 
research upon which 
other articles are 
based. Is that intol- 
erance of opposing 
viewpoints and a 
selfish monopoly of 
The Resister s edito- 
rial space? You bet it is. The Resister 
is unashamedly partisan to its core. 

After several attempts to contact 
Mr. Chittum he finally managed to 
repair his hand-set and we had a 
rather long and pleasant chat about 
Civil War II. Mr. Chittum is ada- 
mant in his belief that America is 
rushing headlong into a Yugoslav- 
style civil war, and his belief is con- 
sistent with his research. He 
conceded my point that the seces- 
sion of the Southern states and the 
subsequent invasion of them by the 
North was not a civil war (he too is 
unreconstructed), but held firm to 
his premise that America will split 
up into tribal regions and, after the 
first convulsion, the aim of which 
will be to consolidate ethnic en- 
claves, will settle in to a protracted 
border war between regions. “The 
winners,” he said, “get to name the 
wars.” 

I objected that if there is an ini- 
tial convulsion it will, as I contend 
in the review, be relatively isolated 
and take the form of local insurgen- 
cies, abetted by subversive organi- 
zations advancing a political goal, 
rather than a mobilizing of entire 
ethnic groups for the purpose of 
grabbing huge chunks of America 
for tribal homelands. “Insurgency or 
civil war, war is war,” was Mr. 
Chittum’s rejoinder. 

People with whom I talk on the 
telephone (I call it That Obnoxious 
Instrument) often end up with long 


The future for 
America is not Bosnia. 
It’s South Africa. 
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pauses between my responses to 
their questions or comments. 
“Hello, you still there?” Mr. 
Chittum asked as I digested the 
above quoted statement in silence. 
His comment, “war is war,” is true 
— if one is a private. A private sol- 
dier cares not one whit whether his 
rifle squad is hunting down a band 
of insurgents in a “dirty war,” or as- 
saulting a fortification in a “formal” 
war. The bullets snapping viciously 
about him are just as real in either 
case. That, I concluded to myself 
before resuming the conversation, 
is the thread that unravels Civil War 
II. It was written from the perspec- 
tive of a Joe, and a Joe’s perspective 
invariably boils down to two givens; 
“Them” or “Us.” And from that 
perspective, Civil War II is dead- 
on-balls-accurate. I admitted to Mr. 
Chittum that, given his scenario, if 
he is correct, and speaking only for 
myself, my bottom line is, “I choose 
Us.” I also remarked, “I hope you’re 
wrong.” 

Mr. Chittum suggested a couple 
of web sites I could use for further 
research. When I told him I loath 
the web, don’t watch television, and 
despise talking machines (telephone 
answering machines in particular), 
he asked, “Are you some kind of 
Luddite?” (Mr. Chittum is a com- 
puter programmer.) Good question! 
No, I’m not a Luddite. I simply dis- 
like being barraged by visual stimuli 
specifically intended to evoke emo- 
tional responses rather than 
thought, and I dislike talking ma- 
chines because somebody had to pro- 
gram them to elicit information I 
am not disposed to tender. 

Although we disagreed whether 
America will end with a convulsive 
bang (Mr. Chittum) or a stupidly 
obedient whimper (myself), we both 
agreed, come push or shove, 
America will end-up ruled by a 
(more than it is now) totalitarian 
government. Unless I’m sadly mis- 
taken (it’s happened before), Mr. 
Chittum and I agree on more than 
we disagree upon. Mr. Chittum and 
I are two widely separated individu- 
als pointing at the same moon. We 
may not agree on its surface details, 


but we both agree the moon is there 
for everybody to see. 

Mr. Chittum thinks he’s right. I 
think I’m right. We both agree 
America is floating in the toilet 
waiting for the first dictator 
wannabe to flush it. If insurrection- 
ists begin seizing arsenals, the event 
Mr. Chittum stated will kick-off the 
festivities, screams of La Raza\ or 
Rodney King’s oily haired whine 
“Can’t we all get along?” have only 
one conceivable answer: “Nope.” 

It’s not incumbent on Caucasians 
to “get along” with minority barbar- 
ians. It’s incumbent upon minority 
barbarians to behave like civilized 
Caucasians. The alternative requires 
no further discussion. 


THE FOURTH 
CATACLYSM 

Two Book Reviews and 
Thoughts About A Second 
Civil War 

By Howard J. Fezell 
Attorney at Law 

Works reviewed: 

The Coming Race War? 
by Richard Delgado (NYU Press) 
The Coming Race War In 
America. 

by Carl T. Rowan (Little, Brown) 

I s America heading toward a race 
war? The specter of armed con- 
flict between the races figures 
prominently in the titles of two 
works reviewed here. These books 
have two things in common. First, 
neither argues convincingly why 
people in America would ever get 
into a shooting war with one an- 
other simply over the issue of race. 
Secondly, both books are little more 
than vehicles to criticize Caucasians 
for embracing rational thinking, op- 
posing racial preferences, and op- 
posing the welfare state. 

Richard Delgado is a law profes- 
sor at the University of Colorado. 
The dust jacket of The Coming Race 


War? promises “a dark future in 
which an indignant white America 
casts aside, once and for all, the 
spirit of the civil rights movement, 
with disastrous results.” Whoever 
wrote that did not read the book. 
Good for them. Unlike me, they 
didn’t waste $24.95. Prof. Delgado’s 
book is nothing more than a sequel 
to his earlier work, The Rodrigo 
Chronicles: Conversations about 
America and Race. “Rodrigo,” a fic- 
tional character in both works, is a 
Mulatto (Negro father and Cauca- 
sian mother) who has just begun a 
career teaching law. The book is 
largely devoted to dialogues that 
Rodrigo carries on with an older 
professor and a young conservative 
colleague. In the course of these dia- 
logues the reader is treated to criti- 
cisms of white liberals, white 
conservatives, and mainstream 
theories of legal thought. The worst 
thing to happen to anyone in this 
book is that young Rodrigo faces 
deportation. 

Why then the title The Coming 
Race War?. Despite such a compel- 
ling title, the book never deals with 
such seemingly relevant issues as to 
how a race war would come about, 
who would side with whom, or 
what the result might be. Relevance, 
unfortunately, is a concept of little 
consequence to Critical Race Theo- 
rists, such as Prof. Delgado. Had 
the phrase “race war” not appeared 
on the cover, in big orange letters, 
most people would not have noticed 
that the Professor had written an- 
other book. 

The Com ing Race War In America 
is authored by Carl T. Rowan, a 
Negro scribbler who has made his 
career slavishly apologizing for the 
liberal wing of the Democrat Party. 
His first sentence asks, “How do 
you tell when a great civilization is 
in decline?” (Perhaps it’s when a 
mainstream publisher like Little, 
Brown resorts to the specter of a 
race war in order to peddle utter 
drivel suggesting, that to avoid such 
an event, we are to maintain the 
welfare state and disarm individual 
Americans — another $22.95 down 
the drain!) As with Prof. Delgado’s 
latest screed, the phrase “race war” 
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was put on Mr. Rowan’s cover in 
big letters so people would notice 
it. Mr. Rowan’s book is nothing 
more than a windy complaint about 
the scaling back of the welfare state, 
and a possible end to racial entitle- 
ments. He sees both as under as- 
sault, and his book as “a wake up 
call” (read threat ) about what might 
happen if either are done away with 
by a Republican Congress. 

In a chapter entitled “How to 
Prevent ‘Armageddon,’” Mr. 
Rowan starts out by saying, “I doubt 
there is any way to prevent bloody 
racial strife in America.” However, 
in the next paragraph the reader is 
assured “it is possible to formulate 
a prayerful program to prevent a 
race war. . .” What might that 
prayerful program entail? Why, of 
course, preserve and expand the 
welfare state that delivered us to the 
brink of race war in the first place 
(and while we’re at it, disarm 
America, and trash the Bill of 
Rights). At pp. 291-92, Mr. Rowan 
exhorts the reader: 

If we Americans are ever to escape 
the threat of “Armageddon ” and the 
“rivers of blood” that the T urner Dia- 
ries predicts, we are going to have to 
make early and massive interventions 
in the lives of millions of children who 
constitute a hopeless underclass. I mean 
interventions at home, in schools, and 
in teenage life choices. 

What Mr. Rowan fails to realize 
(or chooses to ignore) is that the 
welfare state fostered the creation 
of a hopeless underclass that is un- 
educated, unskilled, and largely un- 
employable. But, like a true statist, 
Mr. Rowan’s solution to any social 
problem is to further extort the pro- 
ductive and throw more of their 
money at the uncivilized behavior 
of his parasitic constituents. 

Mr. Rowan also warns, that 
“there can be no tranquillity with- 
out a mandatory disarmament pro- 
gram of colossal magnitude” (p. 
283). He is not talking about tak- 
ing guns away from FBI snipers 
who kill women holding babies. Mr. 
Rowan is referring to the “militia 
and militia-type groups” (p. 284). 


That is a very sweeping phrase 
which could include a troop of boy 
scouts (they wear uniforms) who are 
earning their merit badges for rifle 
shooting. That would not bother 
Mr. Rowan who, like all obedient 
statists, believes that the govern- 
ment should enjoy a monopoly on 
the use of armed force. Nor would 
he stop there. Mr. Rowan writes at 
p.284 that “[ejven after the best of 
disarmament efforts, authorities will 
have to monitor these groups with 
an array of tactics that would break 
a civil libertarian’s heart.” 

Want to avoid an Armageddon? 
If you are Mr. Rowan, the answer 
is obvious; use the Bill of Rights as 
a doormat. 

In all fairness to Mr. Rowan let 
me say that he is right on one criti- 
cal point. At p.160 he asks “What 
Really Is Welfare?” Mr. Rowan ob- 
serves that “welfare” encompasses a 
lot more than just 
programs designed 
to aid the poor, such 
as Aid to Families 
with Dependent 
Children (AFDC). 

When the phrase 
“welfare recipient” is 
mentioned, many 
Caucasians auto- 
matically think of an 
unmarried Negro 
woman with eight 
illegitimate kids 
who lives in a hous- 
ing project. As Mr. 

Rowan correctly points out at 
pp. 160- 164, there are a broad range 
of people on the government dole, 
many of them lily-white. Although 
Mr. Rowan does not mention So- 
cial Security and Medicare, the 
most numerous welfare recipients in 
the United States are the elderly. 
People retiring today will receive far 
more in Social Security benefits 
than they ever paid in taxes to sup- 
port the program. Medicare heavily 
subsidizes their health care costs. 
Much of the money spent on Med- 
icaid has been hijacked by middle- 
class elderly who transfer assets to 
their children via the legal fiction 
of a trust, and then (self-divested of 
assets) extort taxpayers to pick up 


all or most of their nursing home 
costs. 

Despite the fact that unbridled 
growth of entitlements are propel- 
ling the United States toward a so- 
cial and political crisis comparable 
to the one which preceded the War 
for Southern Independence, one of 
Mr. Rowan’s solutions for avoiding 
a racial Armageddon is to preserve 
the welfare state. 

If you have not already wasted 
good money on either of these 
books — hang on to it. They have 
catchy titles that make them great 
conversation pieces; but that’s about 
all. 

What Might the Future Hold? 

R evolutionary change in 
America only takes place 
after a cataclysmic event that 
is long in the making. The sudden 
release of pent up political or eco- 
nomic pressures is 
often totally unex- 
pected and brings 
about changes that, 
only a few years be- 
fore, would have 
been unthinkable. 
Americans have al- 
ready undergone 
three cataclysmic 
events that brought 
about revolutionary 
changes; not only in 
their type of govern- 
ment, but the rela- 
tionship between 
that government and the people. 

Colonial resentment over exces- 
sive taxation and political repression 
by the British Crown had existed 
in the colonies for a decade. In 1775 
British troops attempted to seize 
stores of powder and shot kept by 
militia in Massachusetts and were 
met with armed resistance in Lex- 
ington and at Concord Bridge. 
These armed exchanges were the 
beginning of rebellion, a cataclys- 
mic event, that led to the founding 
of the United States the following 
year. It would be another fifteen 
years before the several States were 
united under a constitution. Even 
then, the role of the federal govern- 
ment in the young republic was ex- 


But, like a true statist, 
Mr. Rowan’s solution 
to any social problem 
is to further extort the 
productive and throw 
more of their money at 
the uncivilized 
behavior of his 
parasitic constituents. 
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tremely limited. That the powers of 
the federal government were lim- 
ited to those set forth in Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution was 
taken very seriously. (Believe it or 
not, the Constitution is a limitation 
on the powers of Congress, not the 
States.) Most government activities 
originated and were funded at the 
State level. 

The War for Southern Indepen- 
dence, the second cataclysmic event, 
greatly enhanced the power of the 
federal government in relation to 
the States. This was an unintended 
consequence of a long war in which 
the Confederate States were forced 
back into the Union at gun point. 
The northern armies were fielded 
by a federal government which took 
it upon itself to ensure that, once 
back in the Union, the former Con- 
federate States would be there for 
good. It was not until the mid 
1870’s that the last federal troops 
were withdrawn from the South. In 
response to efforts by Southern 
States to restrict the freedom of 
newly freed slaves, the Fourteenth 
Amendment was ratified in 1868. 
This Amendment gave Congress 
the express power to enact “appro- 
priate legislation” to counteract any 
State laws which abridged privileges 
or immunities of citizens of the 
United States, deprived people of 
due process of law, or equal protec- 
tion of the laws. While justified by 
state sanctioned oppression of freed 
blacks in the postwar South, this 
Amendment marked a watershed in 
the relationship between the States 
and the federal government. 1 From 
here on in, the federal government 
would literally be “Big Brother” to 
the States. 

A third cataclysmic event, the 
Great Depression of the 1930’s saw 
unemployment on a scale hitherto 
unknown in the United States. 
Keynesian economic theory (which 
demanded government intervention 
in economic matters) was accepted 
as gospel by statist bureaucrats who 
implemented Roosevelt’s “New 
Deal”. In the 1930’s the federal gov- 
ernment assumed a significant role 
not only in administering welfare 
programs, but in regulating eco- 


nomic activity. (Why nationalize 
private enterprise when you can 
micro manage it via regulation?) 2 

The panoply of federal welfare 
benefits that first became available 
at that time pale in comparison to 
what is currently available from the 
federal government (or from States 
pursuant to federal mandates) but 
they were a significant beginning. 
Not even the most 
rabid New Dealers 
intended welfare (or 
public assistance as 
it is now known) to 
become a career op 


tion. 3 Nor did they 


anticipate that fed- 
eral entitlements 
would, within a few 
decades, multiply in 
number and scope 
to a point where 
they would consume 
the lion’s share of 
the federal budget. 

That growth was 
gradual and served 
the interests of stat- 
ist politicians who, 
in their time, 
wanted to endear themselves to 
minority segments of the electorate. 
Unfortunately for the statists (and 
the rest of us), things are now com- 
ing to a head. According to the 
BUDGET OF THE UNITED 
STATES FISCAL YEAR 1997 
(available from the U.S. Govern- 
ment Printing Office) in 1996 in- 
terest on the national debt 
consumed 15.33 percent of all fed- 
eral expenditures. Middle-class wel- 
fare programs consume another 
33.25 percent apportioned as fol- 
lows: Social Security (22.13 %), 
Medicare (11.12 %). This does not 
take into account welfare programs 
that supposedly help poor people, 
such as Medicaid and “means tested 
entitlements”, which consumed an- 
other 21.36 percent. 

Welfare for the middle class eld- 
erly (some of whom are actually 
quite well off) has transformed the 
federal and states governments into 
institutions whose primary function 
is transferring wealth from one 
group to another. Within a decade, 


Welfare for the middle 
class elderly (some of 
whom are actually 
quite well off) has 
transformed the 
federal and states 
governments into 
institutions whose 
primary function is 
transferring wealth 
from one group to 
another. 


spending on middle class welfare 
programs, together with interest on 
the national debt, may consume 
close to two- thirds of all federal ex- 
penditures. That will mean an in- 
creasingly smaller percentage of the 
federal budget will be available for 
defense, interstate highway con- 
struction, and other “discretionary 
spending”. 

Already over 
” ” * taxed, Americans 
are likely to bridle at 
the prospect of fork- 
ing over even more 
of their hard-earned 
income to fund 
open-ended entitle- 
ments. As the 
middle-class welfare 
state starts to run out 
of money, its depen- 
dent constituencies 
will vie with one an- 
other for what 
money is available. 
My bet is that the 
elderly will win out 
over the poor. The 
elderly are more nu- 
merous. They are far 
better educated, have plenty of time 
on their hands, vote in higher num- 
bers than the young or middle-aged, 
and never miss an opportunity to 
vote against anyone who even 
dreams of threatening their middle 
class welfare benefits. No demo- 
graphic group frightens politicians 
more than the elderly. It was for 
good reason that a former Speaker 
of the House Of Representatives 
dubbed Social Security “the third 
rail of politics”. If you touch it, you 
die. 

However, the underclass is not 
likely to starve quietly. 


Choosi 

T! 


Choos ing Sides 

he collapse of the welfare 
state may be the fourth cata- 
clysm that precedes a second 
civil war which, although not pri- 
marily a race war, could have sig- 
nificant racial overtones. If 
Americans start shooting at one 
another on a large scale it will not 
be just because they dislike the other 
guy’s skin color or accent. It will be 
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because people have decided to lib- 
erate themselves from the heavy 
hand of government. 

Exactly how things will play out 
cannot be predicted with any cer- 
tainty in a society as complex as the 
United States. To the extent that a 
second civil war takes on racial over- 
tones, those will first surface dur- 
ing riots in and around large urban 
areas after the welfare apparatus can 
no longer provide meaningful sup- 
port to tax eating minorities. In 
parts of the United States where 
Asians live in any substantial num- 
bers (e.g., urban areas of the West 
Coast) their hard-earned (and de- 
servedly well-earned) economic suc- 
cess has resulted in strained 
relations with Africans and other 
non-Caucasian tribes who have 
(predictably) not been as successful 
economically. Witness the hostili- 
ties between Koreans and Africans 
in Los Angeles, or Jews and Afri- 
cans in New York. The Asians’ best 
bet to avoid being slaughtered by 
Africans will be to side with Cau- 
casians. Middle and upper class 
Hispanics will do likewise. As a 
group, they have no love for Afri- 
cans and will cast their lot with 
Caucasians, with whom, culturally, 
they have far more in common. 

The real losers in any race war 
will be the Negro middle class. Al- 
though the riots may start in the 
inner cities, yet if as Carl Rowan 
puts it at p. 288-89 of his book, 
“[hjordes of disillusioned black 
youth... roam a thousand American 
cities, torching and looting every- 
thing in sight,” all Negroes may be 
seen as threatening. Tragically, 
some Caucasians, fearful of what 
they have seen happen to other 
Caucasians trapped in the cities, 
may logically decide, “Let God sort 
‘em out.” 

Talk of a second civil war may 
sound far-fetched. However, in 
1760, who would have dreamed that 
within a generation the American 
colonies would be independent of 
Great Britain? 

In 1960, when Hawaii was ad- 
mitted to the Union, who would 
have envisioned that in 1996 Ha- 
waiian aborigines would vote (in a 


plebiscite open only to them) in fa- 
vor of creating a native Hawaiian 
government. (See “Native Hawai- 
ian Vote Favor Sovereignty”, New 
York Times, Sept. 14, 1996, p.6.) If 
you were Negro, 

Caucasian, Mexi- 
can, or Asian, your 
race made you ineli- 
gible to vote in that 
plebiscite. 

T h e 
Balkanization of 
American society is 
a tragic reality, due 
mostly to federal 
and State programs 
aimed at promoting 
“affirmative action”, 

“diversity”, “toler- 
ance” and “multi- culturalism.” 
Government policies that promote 
group “rights,” and the resultant 
quotas and preferences for minori- 
ties, are viciously defended by wel- 
fare statists. Government 
sanctioned discrimination against 
Caucasians may, however, have un- 
intended (and ironic) consequences 
that statists never dreamed of. Af- 
firmative action and 

multiculturalism may someday pro- 
vide a white separatist movement 
with the historical and intellectual 
justification for the establishment of 
a state in which one’s racial classifi- 
cation dictates one’s right to work, 
vote or own property. Separatists 
may rationalize that if Caucasians 
cannot receive equal treatment un- 
der law because of their race, they 
necessarily have a right to form a 
separate nation of their own. 

Conclusion 

T ension between people of 
different races and cultures 
is not unique to the United 
States. However, Americans are 
probably better equipped to deal 
with such differences because we 
have a tradition of tolerance, free- 
dom of expression, and a Constitu- 
tion which (at least theoretically) 
prevents the federal government 
from granting privilege on account 
of race or ethnicity. Group entitle- 
ments breed contempt of the ben- 


eficiaries, thus heightening racial 
tension. 

When a welfare state can no 
longer support all of the groups that 
have become dependent upon it, 
conflict is inevitable. 
Add the element of 
racial animosity, and 
you have the mak- 
ings of a racial con- 
flict. The best way 
to avoid an Arma- 
geddon (which Mr. 
Rowan cretinously 
contends his tribe 
can win) is for gov- 
ernment, at all lev- 
els, to respect the 
rights of individuals 
associating among 
each other as they are wont, and to 
end its socialistic practice of redis- 
tributing wealth and balkanizing 
policies promoting racial prefer- 
ences. 

NOTES: 

formally, I dislike jumping in with 
editorial asides. But in this case I would be 
remiss if I didn’t point out that the 14th 
amendment created “citizens of the United 
States,” a previously unheard of status, and 
the Reconstruction amendments expressly 
and deliberately abrogate the 10th amend- 
ment by their concluding sections; “Con- 
gress shall have power to enforce this article 
by appropriate legislation.” No “unintended 
consequences” devolved from the War for 
Southern Independence. The expansion of 
the federal government was accomplished 
quite deliberately with malice aforethought. 

2 And that, gentle readers, is the defin- 
ing characteristic of fascism. 

3 I disagree. Given Roosevelt’s inten- 
tional cabinet packing with known Com- 
munists, and his Supreme Court packing 
with known “progressives,” nothing that 
derived from the Roosevelt administration 
during the ’30s was “unintended.” 

$ 


The Asians’ best bet to 
avoid being 
slaughtered by 
Africans will be to side 
with Caucasians. 
Middle and upper 
class Hispanics will do 
likewise. 
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